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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Rape Incidence and Prevalence
Researchers agree that women in the United States are at significant risk for
becoming a victim of sexual assault at some point during their life, however the degree of
risk remains arguable. Incidence, or the number of cases occurring within a specified
period of time (usually one year), has been estimated to be as low as .8 per 1000 women
by the Uniform Crime Reports (cited in Koss, 1992) and as high as 83 per 1000 women
as reported by Koss et al. in 1987. In 1991, the F.B.I announced its "official" incidence
numbers of forcible rapes for adult women in the United States for the year 1990 was
130,000 (F.B.I., 1991). However, several studies have found evidence that the actual
incidence of sexual violence (e.g., forcible rape) in the United States is significantly
higher than estimates based on the official statistics released by the U. S. Department of
Justice (Kilpatrick, Edmunds, & Seymour, 1992; Koss, 1985, 1989, 1992; Koss, Gidycz,
& Wisniewski, 1987; Koss et al. 1994a; Lundberg-Love & Geffner, 1989; Mynatt &
Allgeier, 1990). In one of the most comprehensive studies to date, Kilpatrick and his
colleagues (1992) surveyed a national probability sample of 4,008 adult women and
found 0.7 percent of all women surveyed had experienced a completed forcible rape
within the past year. The authors (Kilpatrick et al. 1992) concluded that, based on current
U. S. Census Bureau population estimates, at least 683,000 adult women are forcibly
raped ever}' year in the United States.
Reported prevalence rates, or the percentage of the population that will be
victimized during their lifetime (McCann, Sakheim, & Abrahamson, 1988), also are
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remarkably different depending on who conducts the research. By analyzing rape
statistics from 13 major American cities and conservatively estimating that only 50% of
rapes are reported, Johnson (1980) concluded that an adolescent female has a 20% to 30%
chance of being the victim of a sexual assault during her lifetime. Even higher
prevalence rates have been calculated using anonymous, random surveys that have asked
women about their experiences with sexual coercion. In the college population, for
example, Koss (1985) found 37% of women reported personal experience with sexual
coercion. Kanin and Parcell's (1983) research indicates a much higher prevalence among
college women, finding that 83% of the women surveyed reported at least one unwanted
experience with sexual intercourse. Based on reports similar to these, Russell and
Howard (1983) conclude that women are at a 46% chance of experiencing either a rape or
an attempted rape at some point during their lives. Kilpatrick et al. (1992) found that 13
percent of the 4,008 adult women surveyed reported having been victims of at least one
completed forcible rape in their lifetimes. Basing their finding on current U.S. Census
Bureau population estimates, the authors of this study concluded that at least 12.1 million
American women are the victims of at least one completed forcible rape in their lifetimes.
There are several explanations for the above disparities in incidence and
prevalence rates. Koss (1992) argues that underestimates of rape are to be expected
because victims need to self-disclose to be counted, and this self-disclosure has to occur
in a society that views rape very negatively. Further contributing to problems associated
with estimating prevalence and incidence rates are the data collection methods of the
National Crime Survey (NCS) and the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). One problem is
that the UCR numbers refer only to those crimes that are reported to the police, and it is
estimated that from three to ten rapes are committed for each that is reported (Koss,
Gidycz, and Wisniewski, 1987). Several studies support the idea that, some correction
factor for UCR figures are in order. In a survey from two, small, four-year colleges and
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a community college, one study found that only 22 percent of female rape victims (n =
36) reported the event (Gray, Lesser, Rebach, Hooks, & Bounds, 1988). Mynatt and
Algeier (1990), in a sample of female undergraduates (M= 125), found that only six
percent of attempted rape and rape victims (n = 52) reported the sexual assault to
authorities. Among a sample of sorority members from a large midwestern university (N
=140), a smaller percentage, only two percent, of the victims of rape or attempted rape
reported their experiences to authorities (Copenhaver & Grauerholz, 1991).
Researchers have also speculated that a failure to report incidents to authorities is
not just due to fear of disclosure but also to women not defining their experience as rape.
For example, Copenhaver and Grauerholz (1991) found that only 36 percent of women
who had experienced what legally was defined as rape (n = 24) actually defined it as
such. Therefore, it is feasible that at least some of the disparity between studies in
reported prevalence and incidence rates may stem from differences in the definition and
measurement of sexual assault. The NCS and the UCR have been criticized for using
overly narrow definitions of rape and sexual assault. On the UCR for example, penilevaginal penetration is included but other forms of penetration are excluded along with
intercourse with girls below statutory age of consent, offenses by legal and common-law
spouses, and non-forcible rapes of incapacitated victims (Koss, 1992; Mynatt & Allgeier,
1990). The NCS also adopts a typological approach to rape that has been soundly
criticized: if a woman was raped more than six months ago she is not considered a
victim (Koss et al., 1987). Another problem noted by Koss et al. (1987) is that the NCS
uses broad screening questions to direct respondents to more specific questions. For
example, a general item on the 1984 questionnaire asked, "Were you knifed, shot at, or
attacked with some other weapon by anyone at all during the last six months?" (Bureau
of Justice Statistics [BJS], 1984). A question that follows and serves to direct the
interviewer to a possible rape is "Did someone try to attack you in some other way?"
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Affirmative responses lead the interviewee to further questions that use the word "rape"
repeatedly. This approach has several features that may contribute to the underreporting
of rape. First, subjects need to first infer the focus of inquiry, then, in order to get at the
definition of rape, one needs to follow a structure that implies rape occurs only in a
context of violent crime. Last, and probably the biggest problem, is the assumption that
the word "rape" is used by victims of sexual assault to conceptualize their experiences.
In her review of the literature on sexual coerion, Craig (1990) argued that the
issue of how sexual violence is defined is one of the biggest methodological issues
plaguing research in this area. She found little consensus among researchers on what
behaviors or experiences actually constitute such commonly described events as "date
rape" (e.g., Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987), "aquaintance rape" (e.g., Koss et al, 1988),
"unw'anted sexual experiences" (e.g., Mims & Chang, 1984), and "sexual coercion" (e.g.,
Allgeier, 1987).

She reported that definitions vary along several continuums including

the amount of force used during a particular incident. For example, in one of the earliest
studies on acquaintance rape, Kirkpatrick and Kanin (1957) relied on the use or threat of
physical force to define a sexual assault. More recently, researchers (e.g., Koss et al.,
1987) have included the use of manipulative tactics such as falsely professing love,
threatening to leave a woman stranded, or "getting her drunk". Another inconsistency
noted by Craig (1990) is that sometimes attempted rape is included in the definitions of a
sexually coercive experience (e.g., Kanin, 1967) and sometimes it is not (e.g.,
Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987). If studies do tend to agree in their use of categories and
definitions, they may still differ in regards to how they operationalize such terms. For
example, the concept of "force" is often used as a independent variable in studies that
look at post-assault adjustment (Mynatt & Algeier, 1990; McCahill, Meyer, & Fischman,
1979); however, as Muehlenhard (1988) has pointed out, it is not always clear as to what
actually constitutes "force". Physical aggression toward the victim or the use of a
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weapon is quite commonly thought of as constituting "force." However, situations such
as when a man demands from a woman that she "do as he says, or else" certainly seem to
constitute a threat of force but are not always included in studies' operational definitions
of force. Due to these inconsistencies, comparisons across studies and replication of
studies are difficult, if not impossible, and consequently, estimated incidence and
prevalence rates vary greatly.
This study proposes to address a portion of this problem of defining and
operationalizing sexual coercion by seeking to clarify what women mean when they
indicate they have been verbally or emotionally manipulated or coerced into sexual
intercourse. Furthermore, this study proposes to examine whether women reporting these
"verbally or emotionally manipulative" sexual experiences actually experience different
events than women not reporting such experiences or if they perceive and/or judge
similar events differently.
Sexual Coercion
Who's most at risk?
Although no one is completely safe from becoming a victim of sexual coercion,
most victims are young and female. It has been shown that women are two to ten times
more likely to be victims of sexual coercion and or acquaintance rape then are men (e.g.,
Dull & Geacoppassi, 1984; Segelman, Berry, & Wiles, 1984). For example, of the
number of rape victims seeking medical treatment in a study by Hayman, Lanza, Fuentes,
and Algar (1972), 95% were female. Single women between the ages of 17 and 24
represent the largest percentage of reported rape victims (Notman & Nadelson, 1976).
College women fall into this category and several studies have found that between 2025% of this population report that at least one man they have dated has forcefully
attempted to have sexual intercourse with them (Kanin & Parcell, 1977; Kilpatrick &
Kanin, 1957; Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987; Koss & Oros, 1982). In their recent
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national survey, Kilpatrick et al. (1992) found that women under the age of 25 years are
at greatest risk for rape. Other researchers have also found that college-aged women are
at high risk for rape (e.g., Burt, 1991; Kanin, 1984, 1985; Kanin & Parcell, 1977; Koss,
1985, 1989; Koss et al. 1987; Koss & Oros, 1982; Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987).
Given the prevalence rates discussed above, it is clear that the best predictors of
sexual assault are a person's sex and age. Despite these data, many studies addressing the
issue of sexual coercion have focused on psychological characteristics of the victim.
Such studies have used a variety of approaches to conceptualizing the would-be "victim".
Ageton (1983) reported that alienation from family and school values, identification with
delinquent peers, and engaging in delinquent activities may be associated with the
likelihood of being a victim of sexual coercion. Where a woman chooses to live may also
effect her propensity to being raped. For example, Koss (1985) found that single women
who live alone are more likely to be assaulted than those who are married or who live
with families or in other group-living arrangements such as college dormitories.
The above research clearly indicates that some behaviors may increase the
likelihood that a woman will be a victim of sexual coercion. Some studies, however,
have sought to identify behaviors that may increase a woman's chances for resisting or
escaping an assaultive act. Levine-MacCombie's (1986) study revealed three differences
between avoiders of rape and victims. Compared to rape victims, "avoiders" (or those
who got away) at the time of the assault, tended to act out or externalize their emotions,
perceive the assault as less violent, and use more active response strategies such as
running away or screaming. The results of this study also suggested that these
differences existed for both stranger and acquaintance rapes.
The phenomenon of rape is a very complex societal, political, and cultural
problem with multiple contributing factors (Kilpatrick, Resick, and Veronen, 1981).
Efforts to prevent sexual assault are crucial and should remain a high priority for
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researchers. There are many factors involved in a sexually coercive act; one can look at
the nature of the relationship between the victim and her assailants, the situational factors
surrounding the incident, the acts of the aggressor, and/or the behavior of the victim.
Relationship Between the Victim and Perpetrator
Most sexual assaults are committed between people who know each other (e.g.,
Burt, 1991; Copenhaver & Grauerholz, 1991; Gray, Lesser, Rebach, Hooks, & Bounds,
1988; Kanin, 1984, 1985; Kanin & Parcell, 1977; Kilpatrick et al. 1992; Koss, 1985,
1989; Koss et al. 1987; Koss et al. 1994a; Lundberg-Love & Geffner, 1989; Meyer, 1984;
Mynatt & Allgeier, 1990). In surveys assessing the prevalence of rape, the percentage of
victims who knew their assailants ranged from 86% (Byers, Eastman, Nilson, & Roehl,
1977) to 99% (Parcell & Kanin, 1976). In fact, Kilpatrick et al. (1992) found that 75
percent of forcible rape victims reported being raped by an acquaintance, while only 22
percent reported being raped by someone they had never seen before or did not know well
(i.e., a stranger).
Situationalf actors
Acquaintance rapes most often occur (62% of the time) at either the victim's or the
assailant's home (Mynatt & Allgeier, 1990). Since most rapes are committed by an
acquaintance of the victim (see above), these data indicate that the most common location
of a rape is the house of the victim or assailant. Mynatt and Allgeiers also reported that
75% of women, who reported at least one incident of sexual coercion, had agreed to some
form of voluntary social contact with their assailants immediately prior to the assault. In
the Muehlenhard and Linton (1987) study, female subjects reported sexually aggressive
dates were more likely to involve socializing at parties (especially if the woman becomes
intoxicated). On the other hand, male subjects reported that going to a movie increased
the likelihood of sexual aggression during a date more than any other activity
(Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987).
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The use of alcohol or other intoxicating drug may be a factor that contributes to
the likelihood of sexual coercion. It is estimated that one third to two thirds of rapists,
and many rape victims, are intoxicated at the time of the assault (Amir, 1971; Brozan,
1986; Lott, Reilley, & Howard, 1982; Meyer, 1984; Rabkin, 1979; Russell, 1984; Wilson
& Durrenberger, 1982; Wolfe & Baker, 1980). Several studies have indicated that the
use of alcohol may reduce men's inhibitions against violence, including sexual violence
(Barbaree, Marshall, Yates, & Lightfoot, 1983; Richardson, 1981).
A number of studies (e.g., Abbey, Cozzarelli, McLaughlin, & Hamish, 1987;
Koss, et al. 1987; Muehlenhard et al. 1985; Scully & Marolla, 1984) have consistently
found that what a woman is wearing influences people's perceptions of a sexually
coercive incident. Abbey et al. (1987) investigated the effects of clothing and dyad
sexual composition using photographs of target women who were dressed in either
"revealing" clothing or "nonrevealing" clothing. In this study, it was found that male
subjects rated the target women as more "sexy" and seductive than did female subjects,
regardless of the clothing worn by the target women. Both genders rated target women
higher on sexual characteristics, such as sexiness, when they were shown wearing
revealing, rather than nonrevealing, clothing (Abbey et al. 1987). The authors also
reported that both female and male subjects rated target women wearing nonrevealing
clothing as kinder and warmer than target women wearing revealing clothing (Abbey et
al. 1987).
Other situational factors involved in sexual coercion may include such things as
who initiated the date, who paid, and who provided transportation (Peplau, 1984). If a
man asks a woman on a date, for example, Muehlenhard, Friedman, and Thomas (1985)
suggest that he is in an active role and the woman in a passive role. The initiator can also
plan a location for the date that may be more conducive to a sexual assault, such as an
isolated location. Conversely, if a woman asks a man on a date, both men and women
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judged that it was more likely that the woman wanted sex, and more justifiable for him to
force her to have sex (Muehlenhard, Friedman, & Thomas, 1985). If a man pays and/or
provides the transportation for the date, he may feel that sexual activity is warranted
(Kanin, 1967, 1969; Muehlenhard et al, 1985; Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987). By paying
for the date, the man often expects that money and sex will be exchanged (Korman &
Leslie, 1982; McCormick & Jesser, 1983; Weis & Borgen 1973), while a male's driving
may mean that the woman may not be able to escape an escalating unpleasant situation
(Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987).
Acts of the Assailant
A common denominator among convicted rapists is the use of force or a weapon
during the assault. In their studies, Hursch and Selkin (1974) reported that weapons were
used in 59% of completed and 48% of attempted rapes. In addition to this, it was found
that physical force was used in 75% of these cases. Other studies have reported much
lower levels, particularly those sampling college students. In their study of 201 college
men, Rapaport and Burkhart (1984) reported that 43% of those surveyed reported that
they had sex with a woman against her will at least once or twice. None of them reported
using a weapon, although 12% said that they had used physical restraint. In this study,
the most common coercive strategies were persuading the woman through verbal means
(70% reported using this strategy at least once or twice). Ageton (1983) found similar
results in a five-year investigation of adolescents, where a significant number of males
acknowledged sexually coercive behavior. Of these, as many as 83% in one particular
year, reported relying on verbal forms of coercion. Other methods of accomplishing a
sexually coercive act included taking the victim by surprise (29% of the offenders in one
year), and the use of drugs and alcohol (22%). In this study, less than 13% of the
offenders in any one year reported using any kind of physical force or a weapon. None
reported using a weapon to injure the victim.
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The results of these studies suggest that there are many coercive sexual acts that
are taking place in the absence of weapons and/or physical force. In a recent study by
Mynatt and Allgeier (1990), 62% of the victims surveyed said that the assailant had used
some sort of physical force or restraint, 4% reported that some form of physical threat had
been used, and 32% reported the use cf what they termed psychological force (e.g., being
made to feel like a prude, or like a fool), or economic/evaluative force (e.g., a boss telling
an employee that she would not be promoted if she did not comply).
Reaction of the Victim
The reaction of the victim is a sensitive area for investigation and according to
several researchers (Kilpatrick, 1981; Brownmiller, 1975; Stock, 1991) should not be
pursued with intentions of implying that women are responsible for rape. When
assessing the actions of the victim, other factors such as those mentioned previously
(environment, relationships, and assailant's behaviors) need to be taken into account. As
a result, the study of women's behaviors during acts of sexual coercion is an area that has
not been investigated very extensively. Resistance, as a formal measure of a victim's
reaction to the threat of rape has been looked at by some researchers. For example,
Feldman-Summers & Norris (1984) found that 74% of self-identified rape victims who
had reported the assault to the police and or a social agency had suffered cuts and br ;.ises,
whereas only 44% of the women who had not reported the incident had suffered cuts and
bruises. They concluded from their study that most victims of rape are employing some
amount of physical resistance. However, to imply that cuts and bruises are indicative of
physical resistance is to assume that a woman could not receive them when not physically
resisting. The logic in this argument is obviously faulty. To my knowledge, other forms
of resistance such as verbal defenses or emotional expressions have not been investigated
in the empirical literature.
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A woman's actions during a sexual assault may depend on her assessment of how
her actions (or lack of actions) may alleviate o- exacerbate the degree of physical or
emotional danger she faces. If the perpetrator is a stranger, her cues to assess the
probability of his actions are limited to the assault itself. However, if she knows the man
in any way, his past behavior and interactions with her may provide clues for her to better
predict his behaviors during the incident. Once again, however, to my knowledge, this
area of research has not been examined in the empirical literature.
The Most Common Type of Sexual Coercion: Acquaintance Rape
Despite the large number of victims of sexual coercion who knew their perpetrator
prior to this incident, acquaintance rape remains largely a hidden crime. Acquaintance
rape occurs in a social context where the possibility of consensual sex may be a reality,
stranger rape does not (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991). Women who report on anonymous
surveys that they have been raped by an acquaintance also report that they rarely report
the incident to authorities. Burkhart (1983) estimated that less than one percent of
victims report such incidents to the police. Physical evidence is usually not evident, such
as physical indicators that fc rr ■: was used by a perpetrator and the victim resisted the
force. All of these factors contribute to acquaintance rape being considered "less than
real rape" even by the victims themselves. Factors associated with this controversial
topic will now be discussed.
What is Acquaintance Rape?
Ambivalence towards acquaintance rape by society, legal systems, and individuals
stems in part from an inability to clearly distinguish situations that make up and define
acquaintance rape. Bechhofer and Parrot (1991) define acquaintance rape as,
"nonconsensual sex between adults who know each other." The acquaintance
relationship definitions they use are extended broadly to include anyone that is known in
any way to the victim and can include platonic, dating, marital, professional, academic, or
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familial relationships. Bechhofer and Parrot go on to say that "nonconsent" is much
harder to define. They suggest using the following criteria to specify if a person has
consented: she or he must say "yes" and not say "no", this must happen for every
separate occasion, previous behavior can not be assumed to predict present or future
situations. Given this definition, most sexual interactions would be considered rape
because often the lack of saying "no" is assumed to indicate "yes." However, a situation
is rape only if the person not consenting does not want to have sex.
Sexual assault occuring between two people "who know each other" occurs most
often in the context of dating behavior (Koss, 1992; Meyer, 1984). In an attempt to
clarify factors in dating relationships that may influence the likelihood of sexual assault,
numerous studies have found significant differences between men and women in the way
they perceive dating and sexual behavior in general (e.g., Abbey, 1982, 1987, 1991;
Allgeier & Royster, 1991; Burt, 1980, 1991; Calhoun & Townsley, 1991; Fonow,
Richardson, & Wemmerus, 1992; Gilmartin-Zena, 1987, 1988; Koss, 1989;
Muehlenhard, 1988a, 1988b; Harney & Muehlenhard, 1991b; Muehlenhard & Schrag,
1991; Warshaw & Parrot, 1991; White & Humphrey, 1991), as well as significant
differences in men's and women's perspectives on rape and date rape, specifically (e.g.,
Burt, 1991; Calhoun & Townsley, 1991; Fonow et al. 1992; Gilmartin-Zena, 1987, 1988;
Harney & Muehlenhard, 1991a; Kanin, 1984, 1985; Koss, 1989; Koss & Dinero, 1988,
1989; Muehlenhard & Falcon, 1990; Muehlenhard, Friedman, & Thomas, 1985;
Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987; Muehlenhard & Schrag, 1991; Warshaw & Parrot, 1991).
Date Rape
This very common type of acquaintance rape has been defined as rape perpetrated
by a voluntary social companion (e.g., Burt, 991; Muehlenhard, Powch, Phelps, &
Giusti, 1992; Koss, 1992), often during the course of a date (Koss, 1992; Meyer, 1984),
and often following some type of consensual sexual activity between the assailant and the
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victim (e.g., kissing, "foreplay", etc.) (Kanin, 1984, 1985). Not surprising, this type of
rape is most common among adolescent and young adult populations, especially those
seeking higher educational degrees (e.g., Burt, 1991; Kanin, 1984, 1985; Kilpatrick et al.
1985; Koss et al. 1987; Lundberg-Love & Geffner, 1989; Meyer, 1984; Muehlenhard &
Linton, 1987).
In perhaps the most comprehensive study exclusively on date rape incidence and
risk factors in college students, Muehlenhard and Linton (1987) found that 14.7 percent
of the women reported being the victim of at least one date rape, while 7.1 percent of the
men reported perpetrating at least one date rape. These finding are consistent with an
earlier national study of college students by Koss et al. (1982) that found 15.4 percent of
the women reported experiencing, and 4.4 percent of the men reported perpetrating, an
act that met the legal definitions of completed rape. Koss et al. (1987) reported that 84
percent of the rape victims, and 61 percent of the rape perpetrators, said the rape occurred
in a dating context. Koss et al. (1987) further concluded that there is additional reason to
believe that the majority, if not all, of the reported rapes in their study could be classified
as date rapes, "because virtually none of these victims or perpetrators had been involved
in the criminal justice system [i.e., none of the rapes was reported or prosecuted, which is
typical of date rapes (Koss, 1989)]..." (p. 168) and because, "...prevalence rates for sexual
victimization or aggression were robust and did not vary extensively from large to small
schools, across types of institutions, or among urban areas, medium-sized cities, and rural
areas" (Koss et al. 1987, p. 169). Koss and her colleagues (1987) make the further point
that the frequency of sexual victimization and sexual aggression experiences by college
women and men make it hard to support the notion that "such widespread" sexual
violence is being perpetrated by a small number of seriously disturbed individuals.
Instead, the authors suggest that most of the violence against women rests decisively in

14

the "normal" social interaction patterns that occur between women and men (e.g., dating)
(Koss et al. 1987).
Attitudes Toward Date Rape
Young People's Attitudes
In their review of the literature regarding attitudes toward acquaintance rape,
including date rape. White and Humphrey (1991) concluded that, "the general consensus
among American students from junior high school through college is that forced sexual
intercourse on a date rarely constitutes rape" (p.45). These results can be interpreted to
mean that American students generally believe that a woman who has been forced to
engage in sexual intercourse has not "really" been raped if she was voluntarily socializing
with the man at the time of the incident (White & Humphrey, 1991). Another study by
Goodchilds et al. (1988) found that adolescents could detect the difference between
consensual sex and nonconsensual sex, however they were reluctant to label
nonconsensual sex as "rape". The results of this study indicated that two factors seemed
to increase the likelihood that nonconsensual sex would be labeled rape: a greater
amount of force used and a less-established relationship between the man and woman.
Other factors that have been previously discussed in this proposal also contribute
to young people’s attitudes toward date rape. For example, factors that affect whether
young people will label forced sex as rape include: the woman's type of dress, location of
the date, use of drugs/alcohol, the woman's and man's reputations, how much money the
man spends, the man’s level of sexual arousal, and the level of previous sexual intimacy
(Goodchilds et al., 1988; Fischer, 1986a, 1986b, 1987; Muehlenhard, Friedman, &
Thomas, 1985).
Gender differences in attitudes regarding rape have also been well documented.
For example, men and women differ in how "sexual" they interpret heterosocial
interactions, even nonverbal interactive behavior such as eye contact (Abbey, 1982).
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Women tend to generally perceive social circumstances and behaviors in a less sexualized
way (Goodchilds et al., 1988; Fischer, 1986a, 1986b, 1987; Muehlenhard, Friedman, &
Thomas, 1985) than men. Similarly, female adolescents (ages 11-14) were less likely
than males the same age to see different types of clothing as indicative of a female's
desire to have sex. Other gender differences have also been reported regarding a woman's
right to say no to sexual intercourse. Goodchilds and her colleagues (1988) reported that
56% of female adolescents but 76% of males (the same age) felt that forced intercourse
was justified in some circumstances. Similarly, only 27% of the girls believed that "she
led him on" justified forced intercourse, whereas 54% of the boys thought that forced
intercourse was justified in such circumstances. Finally, only 12% of the girls but 39% of
the boys believed that a male would be justified in forcing intercourse if he had spent a
lot of money on a date.
Differences Among.Men
Although there seems to be a higher tolerance for forced sexual relations among
college men than college women, certainly not all men adhere to such attitudes regarding
sexual relations with women. Multiple studies have identified groups of men who have
different beliefs about sexual coercion (Briere & Malamuth, 1983; Koss, Leonard,
Beezley, & Oros, 1985; Lisak & Roth, 1988; Rappaport & Burkhart, 1984). Anonymous
surveys have revealed differences between the attitudes of college men who admit and
those who deny that they have been sexually aggressive towards women. Responses
indicated that men admitting to sexually aggressive behaviors were most likely to accept
rape myths, were reluctant to consider forced sex on a date as rape, perceived women as
desiring sexual relations, and considered "rape" more justifiable in different situations
such as when the woman initiates the date, or the man pays for the date (Burt, 1980;
Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Koss, 1985; Muehlenhard et al, 1985; Muehlenhard & Linton,
1987).
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Differences Among Women
Little is known about attitude differences between women regarding date rape.
Although some differences in attitudes toward rape have been found among women,
contrary to common belief, acceptance of traditional gender role attitudes and belief in
rape-supportive myths have not been found to increase the probability that a woman will
be raped (Korman & Leslie, 1982). In fact, no definite attitudes have been found to
predict sexual victimization in either adolescent or college women (Ageton, 1983; Koss,
1985; Koss & Dinero, 1989).
Misperceptions in Communication Between Men and Women
Several researchers have advanced the idea that miscommunication, and/or
misperception of dating and sexual behavioral cues between men and women may play a
role in date rape (e.g., Abbey, 1982, 1987, 1991; Muehlenhard, 1988a, 1988b;
Muehlenhard & Falcon, 1990; Muehlenhard & Hollabaugh, 1988; Muehlenhard,
Koralewski, Andrews, & Burdick, 1986; Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987; Muehlenhard &
MacNaughton, 1988; Muehlenhard & McCoy, 1991; Muehlenhard & Miller, 1988;
Shotland & Goodstein, 1983, 1992; White & Humphrey, 1991). In a survey of female
and male college students, Muehlenhard and Linton (1987) found that misperceptions
frequently contribute to dates which contain elements of sexual aggression. In their
sample, 10.8 percent of the women and 13.7 percent of the men reported that on their
most recent date, the women "led the man on" (Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987). Women
in this study reported that "leading t ie man on" was unintentional and that the man had
misperceived the woman's behavior (e.g., the man perceived that an invitation to engage
in sexual intercourse was being offered when the woman said she did not signal any such
intent) (Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987). In contrast, men said that they had intentionally
been "led on" by the woman (e.g., the woman knowingly conveyed an invitation to
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engage in sexual intercourse to the man and then reneged when the man made an
appropriate sexual advance in response to the invitation) (Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987).
In their 1993 survey of 543 undergraduates, Sawyer et al. (1993) found that
female subjects were more likely than male subjects to believe that they could "determine
the sexual intentions of a man they had just met" and that "women tend to be more honest
in communicating their sexual intentions than do men". On the other hand, male subjects
were more likely than female subjects to characterize women as "dishonest in
communicating their intentions" and as "more likely to give misleading messages that can
contribute to date rape" (Sawyer et al., 1993). Furthermore, male subjects were more
likely than female subjects to agree with the statements "when a woman asks her date
back to her place after an evening out, a common implication is that something sexual
will take place" and "if you 'make out' to the point of mutual masturbation or oral sex,
you can assume that sexual intercourse will soon follow with that partner" (Sawyer et al.,
1993). These authors also reported that males, more than female subjects agreed with the
statement "the major reason most women don't have sexual intercourse earlier in their
relationship is because they are concerned about what their male partner will think of
them" (Sawyer et al., 1993).
In his review of the literature regarding female and male sexual expectancies,
sexual socialization, and sexual responses, Griffitt (1987) found that, in contrast to
similar sexual arousal responses, men and women show marked differences in their
judgments and emotions regarding sexual behavior. Griffitt (1987) reported that females'
sexual socialization differs from that of males' sexual socialization. The author (Griffitt,
1987) reports that females are more often socialized to avoid acquiring a reputation for
sexual permissiveness, to view sexual stimuli negatively in general, to be more
conservative in sexual matters, to avoid behaviors which might signal an openness to
sexual advances, to avoid pregnancy, and to devalue all sexual behavior which takes
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place outside of a loving, committed relationship. Males, in contrast, are more often
socialized to view sexual behavior and sexual stimuli in general more positively, to
pursue sexual opportunities, to view male sexual permissiveness with tolerance or even
encouragement, to regard promiscuity in males as a measure of success, and to view
pregnancy as a mark of male sexual potency (Griffitt, 1987). Griffitt concluded that the
differential sexual socialization of males and females contains the seeds of conflict
between the genders, "...since the sex males positively value and pursue may be the sex
females negatively value and avoid" (p. 164).
Studies investigating misperceptions in communication of sexual intent suggest
that women and men do interpret and perceive each other's behaviors differently. Some
authors have argued that these conflicting beliefs, misperceptions and mistakes in
communication between men and women can contribute to the risk of date rape (e.g.,
Abbey, 1991; Bourque, 1989; Burt, 1991; Byers, 1988; Clark & Lewis, 1977; Fonow et
al. 1992; Gilmartin, 1994; Harney & Muehlenhard, 1991a, 1991b; Kanin, 1984; Lottes,
1985, 1991a; 1991b; Muehlenhard, 1988a, 1988b; Shotland, 1985; Shotland & Craig,
1988; Shotland & Goodstein, 1992).
Sex Roles Influence on Date Rape
There is little doubt that much of the dating and sexual behavior of women and
men is related to traditional sex-role norms (Abbey, 1991; Poppen & Segal, 1988). This
is reflected in the "typical" patterns of female and male sexual interaction where females
consent or refuse, males persist, and females set and enforce the limits (Muehlenhard,
1988b). As Warshaw and Parrot (1991) have argued, there seems little doubt that males
and females are taught to believe different messages in social interactions involving
dating and sexual activity. Males as a group are socialized to believe that they are
supposed to exhibit "unquenchable sexual appetites", are entitled to sex virtually on
demand, and that females' resistance is often only "token" in nature and can, therefore, be
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ignored (Warshaw & Parrot, 1991). In contrast, females as a group are socialized to
believe that only psychologically disturbed men can be "date" rapists, that if they only
date "nice men" they will never be at risk for date rape, and that if they find themselves
the victim of date rape, they must have done something to cause the assault and,
therefore, it is their fault and the [date] rapist is not responsible for his behavior
(Warshaw & Parrot, 1991). After an extensive literature review of both the major
situation- and person-related factors impacting the risk of date and other forms of
acquaintance rape, Harney and Muehlenhard (1991b), concluded that, "researchers cannot
fully explain the phenomenon of rape without acknowledging the cultural and situational
context in which the rapist and victim are embedded" (p. 171).
Type of Force Used During Rape
In general, researchers have found that violent behavior which meets the legal
definition of forcible rape is much less likely to be perceived as rape when the assailant is
known to the victim (e.g., Burt, 1991; Koss, 1989; Koss et al. 1994a, 1994b). In fact,
when a woman knows her assailant, she is likely to be viewed as a "legitimate victim of a
justified aggressor" (Klemmack & Klemmack, 1976). This effect is even more
pronounced when the assault occurs in the context of a date or a dating relationship (i.e.,
when the assailant is a voluntary social companion, when the behavior occurs in the
context of voluntary socializing between the victim and the perpetrator, or when there is a
history of prior sexual activity between the perpetrator and the victim) (e.g., Copenhaver
& Grauerholz, 1991; Dull & Giacopassi, 1987; Holcomb, Holcomb, Sondag, & Williams,
1991; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Langley et al. 1991; Lundberg-Love & Geffner, 1989;
Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983, 1992). This effect becomes
magnified in the absence of physical force. The effect of the different types of force
examined in the literature will now be discussed.

Forcible rape is most often defined as nonconsentual sexual penetration (i.e.,
sexual intercourse) of an adult or adolescent, obtained by the use of physical force, or by
the threat of physical harm, or when the victim is incapable of giving consent (i.e., the
victim is not competent to give consent) by virtue of mental or physical disability,
intoxication, or age (Kilpatrick et al. 1992; Koss et al. 1994a). Some researchers have
used manipulations within scenarios to investigate the link between force used by the
assailant, type and onset of resistance employed by the victim and subjects' judgments
about date rape. In one experiment, Shotland and Goodstein (1983) used scenarios which
presented a detailed description of a date rape. The researchers varied the level of force
(either low or moderate) used by the male to obtain sex after the female began to protest
(either early, in the middle, or late) during foreplay (Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). A
third variable was type of protest used by the female, either verbal pleading or verbal
pleading and physical struggling (Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). Shotland and Goodstein
(1983) investigated the effects of these variables on subjects' beliefs that the depicted
incident was a rape, on subjects' perceptions of whether or not the man's behavior was
"wrong", and on subjects' perceptions of whether or not the woman had a "right" to stop
the man's sexual advances. Shotland and Goodstein (1983) found that all three variables
influenced subjects' judgments regarding the relative violence of the situation. Shotland
and Goodstein (1983) reported that, for all subjects, earlier onset of protest and higher
level of resistance by the woman was associated with increased agreement that a rape had
occurred, increased agreement that the man's actions were wrong, and increased
agreement that the woman had a right to stop the sexual activity. Shotland and Goodstein
(1983) further reported that, for all subjects, greater amounts of force used by the man
also increased the rape agreement levels, agreement about the "wrongness" of the man's
actions, and agreement about the woman's right to stop the sexual activity.
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Langley et al. (1991) investigated how onset of a woman's protest and amount of
force used by a man affected male and female subjects' attributions about a date rape
scenario. Langley et al. (1991) found that female subjects' viewed the event as more
violent than did male subjects, regardless of the level of violence actually portrayed and
female subjects were more likely to label the event a rape than were male subjects.
Results a)r

evealed that female subjects were less likely than male subjects to judge the

event as rape soleiy on the basis of the level of perceived violence (Langley et al. 1991).
These authors (Langley et al. 1991) found that female subjects based their judgments
primarily on the woman's specific behavior in the date rape scenario (i.e., how early she
began protesting). In contrast, male subjects' based their judgments primarily on their
perception of the man's specific behavior (i.e., the amount of force used) (Langley et al.
1991).
Nonviolent Rape
Although sexual agression is more clearly recognized when there is physical
evidence such as bruises or lacerations, Muehlenhard and Schrag (1990) report that many
women are sexually coerced in more subtle ways. These more subtle nonviolent forms of
sexual coercion include pressure for women to engage in sex because of adherence to
gender roles, fear of male violence, society's assumptions about marriage, and pressures
for heterosexual behavior. Other types of nonviolent coercion identified include: status
coercion (i.e., she has higher status if she is with a man), economic coercion through
sexual harrassment, dating, marriage, and prostitution, and other types of verbal coercion.
Verbal Coercion
Muehlenhard and Schrag (1990) defined verbal sexual coercion as occurring when
a woman has sexual intercourse even though she doesn't want to because of a man's
verbal arguments, excluding verbal threats of physical force. This definition was also
used by Koss et al. (1987) in a study that looked at prevalence rates of verbal coercion in
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a national sample of over 6,000 college students. Of the women surveyed, 44% reported
that they had engaged in unwanted sexual intercourse because they had been
overwhelmed with a man's constant verba! pressure; 10% of the men in this sample
reported that they had coerced an unwilling partner into sex with this method.
There have been several studies that have investigated verbal coercion by
examining what men actually say to obtain sex from an unwilling partner. For example, a
man may threaten to end a relationship or find another partner to fulfill his sexual needs
(Kanin, 1967; Mosher & Anderson, 1986; Muehlenhard & Cook, 1988); he may tell a
woman that he will no longer have the same feelings for her if she doesn't give in
(Mosher & Anderson, 1986); he may promise to love her, or marry her, even though he
has no intention of following through on his promises (Kanin, 1967; Mosher, 1971); he
may assert that "everyone does it", or question the woman's sexuality (Muehlenhard &
Cook, 1988); he may try to make the woman feel guilty (Muehlenhard & Cook, 1988); he
may tell her that she had gotten him so aroused that she can't leave him with "blue balls"
(Mosher & Anderson, 1986); and/or he may get angry and call the woman names, or push
her away when she refuses to have sex (Mosher & Anderson, 1986). Many of these
studies note the presence of gender differences in regards to how often the above
behaviors are believed to take place in dating situations. For example, one survey of
female and male college students at North Carolina State University (Miller & Marshall,
1987) found that while 30 percent of the male subjects said they had lied to a woman in
order to obtain sexual intercourse with her, only 14 percent of the female subjects
reported ever being lied to by a man intent on having sexual intercourse with them.
Kanin's research (1967) indicated that men who engage in verbal coercion in
college displayed the same tendencies in high school. Mosher (1971) found that these
men tend to have traditional gender-role attitudes and believe that their sexual needs are
more important than women's. Muehlenhard and Falcon (1990) reported that men who
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use verbally coercive tactics with women tend to be socially skilled, finding it easy to
initiate conversations and dates.
To my knowledge, women's perceptions of verbally coercive behaviors have only
been studied in terms of attributional theories, and how such attributions may effect
women's post-assault adjustment. These studies have looked at different types of force,
one of which, has been a vaguely defined verbal coercion. There have been mixed
findings in the literature regarding these relationships, especially between the type of
force used by the assailant in an act of sexual coercion and the victim's social adjustment.
One study reported that circumstances of the rape such as the type of force an assailant
used did not seem to have any effect on recent rape victims' adjustments (Frank, Turner,
& Steward, 1980). On the other hand, McCahill et al. (1979) demonstrated the existence
of a curvilinear relationship between the amount of force used in a rape and the degree to
which victims suffered adjustment problems following the assault. For example, women
whose assailants had used a great deal of force and women whose assailants had used
relatively little force experienced more severe adjustment problems than did women
whose assailants had used moderate levels of force. The authors speculated that severe
amounts of force led to more typical post-traumatic symptoms, one of which is social
maladjustment. They also suggested that of those victims who had experienced a mild
level of force, severe adjustment problems might be more likely to occur because of
victims making internal attributions concerning the event (e.g., blaming themselves more
than either the moderate or severe force groups).
Mynatt and Allgeier (1990) provided a different perspective on the relationship
between the amount and type of force used in a rape and the victim's adjustment
following the assault. They found that the combination of the use of economic (e.g.," I
paid for this date, so you owe me") or psychological force (e.g., "If you don't want sex
with me, you must be a lesbian"), greater physical injury, and a relatively greater
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acceptance by the victim of interpersonal violence were associated with more severe
adjustment problems. Conversely, they also found that the use of physical force, less
physical injury, and relative rejection of interpersonal violence were associated with less
severe adjustment problems. Like the McCahill et al. (1979) study mentioned above,
Mynatt and Allgeier explained these results by using attributional theory, suggesting that
the use of greater force would be associated with external attributions (e.g., there was
nothing they could do about it), whereas less physical force would be associated with
more internal attributions and self-blame.
Verbal coercion is a type of sexual coercion that generally takes place in the
absence of weapons or physical force. Due to its insidious nature, this phenomenon has
not received the amount of research that other facets of sexual aggression and coercion
have received. Despite some examination of what men say to women to convince or
coerce them into sexual intercourse, little is known about what women consider verbally
coercive or how women decide that a particular sexual experience was coercive. Thus, iip
the present study, I investigated women's perceptions of what constitutes verbal coercion
as well as whether women who reported verbally coercive experiences were having
different experiences than women who did not report verbally coercive experiences or if
they were having similar experiences but interpreting them differently.
The Present Study
Past studies have done little to define what constitutes a verbally coercive
experience for women. Verbal coercion has been reported in the literature to include such
tactics on the part of the aggressor as continual arguments or manipulation through
emotional, economic, psychological, or status means. For purposes of this study, verbal
coercion was defined by items four, five, and six on Koss's (1982) Sexual Experiences
Survey. These questions include, "have you had sexual intercourse with a man even
though you didn't really want to because he threatened to end the relationship
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otherwise?", "have you had sexual intercourse with a man when you didn't really want to
because you felt pressured by his continual arguments?", and "have you found out that a
man had obtained sexual intercourse with you by saying things he didn't really mean?"
To investigate women's definitions of verbally coercive behaviors, their
judgments concerning such behaviors, and their experiences with verbal coercion, I
conducted three related experiments. The first experiment's objective was to identify
important factors involved in verbally coercive situations by having women who
indicated they had been verbally coerced describe their experiences. Scenarios were then
created based on the identified factors. The second experiment’s objective was to pilot
and pretest the scenarios created in the first experiment. Particular attention was paid to
whether the scenarios adequately conveyed the appropriate level of the factor they
purported to emphasize. Finally, the third experiment's objective was to test whether
women who reported they had been verbally coerced into sexual intercourse rated the
narratives differently than women who had been physically coerced into sexual
intercourse, and/or differently than women who reported neither physical or verbal
coercion. Together, these three experiments attempted to accomplish the following goals:
a. ) provide basic demographic description of and comparison between women
reporting at least one instance of verbal sexual coercion, women reporting
at least one instance of physical coercion, and women reporting no
instances of verbal or physical sexual coercion;
b. ) identify some common factors present in verbally coercive sexual situations,
and create scenarios based on different levels of these factors;
c. ) provide pilot data attesting to the degree to which the scenarios appropriately
addressed the intended level of each particular factor;

26

d. ) determine whether women reporting they have been verbally coerced,
physically coerced, or not coerced into sexual intercourse differed in their
perceptions and ratings of possibly coercive sexual situations;
e. ) determine whether women reporting they have been verbally coerced,
physically coerced, or not coerced into sexual intercourse differed in how
similar the scenarios used in this study were to their own experiences.

CHAP TER II

EXPERIM ENT ONE
Me thod

The subjects in this experiment consiisted of undergraduate female students
enrolled in psychology courses at the Universi ty of North Dakota during the 1995 spring
semester. The Sexual Experiences Survey (S ES) (Koss & Oros, 1982), embedded within
a demographical questionnaire, was adminis tered to 339 women enrolled in
undergraduate psychology courses. Those w no endorsed verbally coercive experiences,
in the absence of physically coercive (11= 102 ), were called (an attempt was made to
contact all potential participants) and invited to participate in this study. Those who
agreed to participate ( N = 51) were asked to ill out the SES and Factors Associated with
Verbal Coercion Scale. Participants were give n extra credit and treated in accordance
with the "Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct" (American
Psychological Association, 1992).
Maisrials
The Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) developed by Koss and Oros (1982) and
the Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale (FAVCS) developed for use in this
study were administered to all participants,

he FA VC Rater's Questionnaire was

developed for use in this experiment to help de termine the presence and relevance of
factors in each of the participant's accounts, It was developed after scoring the FAVCS
and is described in the procedure section.
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Sexual Experiences Survey
The Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) was originally designed by Koss and Oros
(1982) to assess women's experiences with d ifferent levels of sexual victimization. The
survey was revised with slight rewording by Koss, Gidycz, and Wisniewski (1987). The
first version of this survey, a 13-item self-rep'ort questionnaire with items pertaining to
sexual victimization in a yes-no format, ordered from lesser to greater levels of force, was
used in this study. Some examples of items on this questionnaire include, " Have you
ever had sexual intercourse with a man even though you didn't really want to because he
threatened to end the relationship otherwise? and, "have you had sexual intercourse
when you didn't want to because a man threatened to use some degree of physical force
(twisting your arm, holding you down, etc.) i you didn't cooperate?" (see Appendix A).
This scale was modified somewhat for this study , if the participant responded "yes" to
any of the questions, she was instructed to wr ;te the approximate date(s) for each
incident.
The reliability and validity of the SES were assessed by administering it to several
samples of college students (Koss & Gidycz

985). Internal consistency was reasonable

with a Cronbach's alpha of .74. Reliability w as assessed using a test-retest method, with
an interval of one week. The mean-item agre ement was 93 percent. The accuracy of the
original SES (Koss & Oros, 1982) was tested by selecting women (N = 242) from a larger
pool who had experienced various degrees of sexual coercion. These women were
classified into four groups of victimization dep ending on their responses to the readministered SES and a standardized interview . The four groups were: non-victimized,
sexually coerced, sexually abused, and sexually assaulted. Responses between the SES
and the interview were significantly correlated (.73). For 23.5 percent of the women,
their interview responses changed their victimi:zation classification, with 16 percent
moving from a more severe to less severe categ ory, and 7.5 moving in the opposite
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direction. Of the 62 women who were origihally classified in the most severe category
(level four) by the SES, only two were re-classified as a result of the interview (Koss &
Gidycz, 1985).
Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale
This scale was developed for use in this study to assess women's reports of
verbally coercive experiences. It includes a brief section of demographic questions (see
Appendix C) followed by a section that addresses a woman's experiences with verbal
coercion by asking, in an open-ended question format, about her perceptions prior to the
coercive event, her and the man's behaviors during the coercion, and her perception of
behaviors and events that followed (see Appendix C). This is followed by another
section that includes specific questions to ensure that participants provided particularly
relevant information regarding the coercive event they described (see Appendix D). First,
participants were asked to recall the particular event they planned to describe and indicate
the month and the year the event occurred. Women were instructed to not select an event
which might be considered sexual abuse by male relatives, or other older males. If
participants experienced more than one verbal y coercive event, they were asked to
describe the one they could recall in greatest detail. Second, women were asked to
describe the event by responding to three open-ended questions. These prompted three
types of information: information she was aware of prior to the event that was pertinent
to the man and/or the subsequent events; the Roman's perceptions of her and the man's
behaviors during the event; and information that arose after the event (FAVC, Part I).
Finally, participants completed the Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion, Part II.
This scale posed specific questions pertaining to the verbally coercive incident, and
encouraged the respondents to fill in details they may have omitted from the less
structured account in part one.
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Procedure
The SES was administered to women enrolled in undergraduate psychology
courses (N = 337). Before administration of the SES, the women were told that they may
be invited to participate in a second part of this study based upon their responses to the
questionnaire. This statement also appeared in the directions of the SES. The subjects
who endorsed verbal coercion (i.e., responding "yes" to questions 4,5, or 6) in the absence
of physical coercion (i.e., responding "no" to questions 7-12) (n=102) were called and
invited to participate in this study. While on the phone, they were told that if they chose
to participate they would be asked to describe their experiences with verbal coercion and
that, to protect their privacy, their responses would be anonymous.
Women who agreed to participate in this study (n=51) were asked to again fill out
the Sexual Experiences Survey to verify that they met the criteria previously specified
(that they report "yes" to questions 4, 5, or 6 and "no" to other questions). If a
discrepancy existed between their responses on the two SESs, their data were not used
(n=7). The remaining participants (N=44)were then asked to complete the Factors
Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale. In order to keep the identity of the participants
anonymous, women filled out the questionnaires without giving any identifying
information. After completing this scale, subjects were debriefed, and given information
about sexual coercion (pamphlets from local rape crisis center), telephone numbers, and
addresses of places they could go for assistance. All subjects were given extra-credit for
their participation in this study.
Scoring Procedure fonlhe Factors of VerbaLCoprcion.. Scale
Content analyses of the women's accounts of verbally coercive sexual experiences
were conducted. There were two separate analyses of the data conducted by two teams of
experimenters (with four members each). The first was to identify common factors in the
participants' accounts, and the second was to determine the prevalence and relevance of
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each factor for each narrative. With the goal of identifying factors, the first team read
through the FAVCS for each participant and constructed a list comprising all given
responses (i.e, statement or ideas) for each given question. Frequency counts of
responses were taken such as type of relationship the participant had with the male she
described. For example, in response to the question, "Prior to the day of this situation,
what did you know about the male?", 50% of the female participants wrote that they had
a previous intimate relationship with the male they described in their accounts.
Responses that occurred most frequently were used to construct the FA VC Rater's
Quesiiomiaire.
Procedure for constructing the FA VC Rater’s Questionnaire
The FAVC Rater's Questionnaire was designed for use in this experiment to assist
raters in determining the presence and relevance of factors in each participant's responses
on the FAVCS (see Appendix E).

It was designed after the initial group of four

experimenters identified common factors in he FAVCS as described above. The
questionnaire was comprised of fifteen items that occurred with the highest frequencies
on the questionnaire, including: location and context of the incident; how the woman
physically got in the situation; the type of relationship between the woman and man; how
much control she had in getting in the situation; the man saying things he did not mean to
get the woman to have sex with him; male's use of continual arguments; men's use of
alcohol or drugs; women's use of alcohol or drugs; her current relationship with man;
how the incident affected her; how the woman "made sense of what happened;" man
appearing manipulative; and whether she gave in more because of his words or actions.
The scale has 15 questions, with two to four subsections per question. The first
part of each question is unique and asks the rater a specific question about each narrative,
for example, "Where did the incident take place?" The first thirteen items contains two
identical questions which read, "How difficult was it for you (as a rater) to determine the
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presence of this factor in this scenario?" followed by, "how pertinent would you say this
factor is to this incident (i.e., would this havp occurred without this element)?" Instead of
asking the raters to identify certain aspects in the narratives, the last two questions asked
the raters their opinions of what happened in each account. The raters filled out the
Rater's Questionnaire twice for each incident. They filled it out initially after reading
through each subject's FAVCS Part I, and then filled it out again after reading the
subject's FAVCS Part II.
The second stage of analyses of the c ata was determining the prevalence and
relevance of each factor for each narrative.

he four raters (a separate set than who

constructed the FAVCS Rater's Questionnaire) each read half of the narratives (n=22) and
subsequently completed a FAVCS Raters' Q aestionnaire, totalling two ratings for each
narrative. For each narrative, the raters were instructed to: 1) read through each
participant's responses on the FAVCS, Part I 2) fill out the FAVC Rater's Questionnaire
(in black ink); 3) read through the participan t's FAVCS, Part II; and 4) fill out FAVC
Rater's Questionnaire again (in another color of ink). Participant's narratives were rated
in terms of the presence (i.e., 1= not present, 10 =prominent) and relevance (i.e., 1= not
relevant to the coercion, 10=crucially relevant to the coercion) of each identified factor.
Discrepancies between the rater's responses between FAVCS Part I and II were noted.
The difference between both raters for each narrative was found, as was the
average of their ratings. This information was used to determine the most prevalent and
relevant factors, the two that were rated highest (degree of relationship and
manipulativeness of male) were then used to construct the scenarios for Experiment #2.
Procedure for Constructing Narratives
Four narratives were constructed, each including two levels (i.e., high and low) of
the two most prevalent and relevant factors identified by the raters (degree of relationship
and manipulativeness) (see Appendix F). Narratives from the original forty-four
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participants were assessed to find those with the highest and lowest ratings of these two
variables and were used as models. Situational factors that were common to many of the
narratives but were not rated as high as the two just mentioned, were used to provide the
context for developing the narratives. The situational factors were held constant across
the four narratives, while the levels of the two most prevalent and relevant factors varied
across the four narratives according to the level of each (high or low) in each narrative.
Results
Descriptive data analyses were conducted to provide information about this
sample of women (e.g., age, hometown size, dating history, socioeconomic status,
parental marital status). In addition, content analyses of the women’s accounts of verbally
coercive sexual experiences were conducted to identify and determine the prevalence of
factors occurring prior to, during, or after the coercive event.
Background Information Questionnaire
Description of Women Reporting Verbal Sexual Coercion
Table 1 contains detailed descriptions of these demographic data for all
participants in this experiment. Subjects (N=44) had a mean age of 20.56 (range 18 to
34), the highest proportion of students represented were in their first year of college (39.5
%). Close to one half of the women (44.2%) came from relatively small towns with
populations sizes less than 10,000, another fourth (25.6%) came from towns with
population sizes between 50,000-100,000. The majority of the women in this group (72.9
%) reported that they were members of an organized religious group, with 44.2 %
reporting that they typically prayed more than once per week. Most of the women were
single and not cohabiting with 44.2% reporting no significant other, and 46.5 %
reporting a significant other. Many (83.4%) of the women stated that they dated more
than 1-2 times a month, with 28.6 % dating more than once a week. When asked about
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Table 1.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Demographics of Verbally and Noncoerced Coerced
Groups (n=44)

Item

% (if appropriate)
Coerced
Noncoerced
Group
Group

1. Age (Mean, SD)

20.6 (2.93)

20.2 (2.62)

2. Academic Year
first year
second year
third year
fourth year

39.5%
23.3%
23.3%
14.0%

34.1%
43.2%
13.6%
6.8%

18.6%
25.6%
11.6%
9.3%
25.6%
2.3%
7.0%

15.9%
25.0%
13.6%
15.9%
13.6%
11.4%
4.5%

72.9%

88.6%

44.2%
48.8%
4.7%

61.4%
27.3%
11.4%

2.3%
44.2%
37.2%
16.3%

31.8%
47.7%
13.6%
6.8%

58.1%

13.6%

3. Home town population
less than 1000
1000 to 10,00
10,000 to 25,000
25,000 to 50,000
50,000 to 100,000
100,000-500,000
over 500,000
4. Religion
Member of organized religious group
5. Marital Status
single
significant other
married
6. Sexual Behavior History
number of sexual partners past year
none
one
two to four
greater than four
7. Abuse History
ever experienced an emotionally/physically
abusive relationship
currently experiencing emotionally/physically
_____________abusive relationship

___ _______

___ £&%
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how well they typically knew a man before they started dating him, 28.6% of the women
stated they hardly knew anything about him, 54.8 % reported they knew him moderately
well. Of this group of women, 58.1% stated that they had, sometime in their past, been in
either a physically or verbally abusive relationship, while only 4.7% were currently in
such a relationship. Slightly less than half (44.2 %) of the women said they had been
sexually monogamous during the past year, with 37.2 % having between two and four
sexual partners over the past year.
Description of Women Reporting No Verbal Sexual Coercion
Forty-four of the original 207 women who reported no coercion on the SES were
randomly selected to serve as a comparison group. Detailed descriptions of these data are
presented in Table 1. The women had a mean age of 20.2 (SD = 2.62, range 18-34), and
most were students in their 2nd year of college (42.2%). Many of the women came from
towns with populations sizes less than 25,000 (54.4%) with relatively fewer (15.9%)
coming from areas with populations greater than 100,000. Almost all the women in this
group (87.5%) reported that they were members of a denominational organized Christian
group, with 54.4 % reporting they typically prayed more than once per week. Almost
two-thirds of the women (61.4 %) indicated they were single without a significant other,
47.7 % said they had been sexually monogamous during the past year, and 31.8 %
reported no sexual partners over the past year. Finally, most of the women in this group
reported that they had never been in an emotionally or physically abusive relationship
(86.4%).
Differences between Verbally Coerced and Noncoerced Women
There were several one-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) and chi-square
analyses conducted to determine whether there were significant differences between the
responses of the two subject groups to questions on the Background Informational
Questionnaire. ANOVAS were conducted on ordinally-scaled data (e.g., age, size of

home town, etc.) Chi-square analyses were conducted on nominally-scaled data, such as
marital and class status. Overall, the two groups were very similar with some significant
differences between the verbally coerced and noncoerced women. The two groups
differed significantly with respect to the marital status of their biological parents X^(2,
N=88) = 17.48, p < .001], Subjects in the verbally coerced group tended to have parents
who were not married (54.5%) (e.g., divorced, one parent deceased) whereas the parents
of most of the women in the noncoerced group were married (86.4%). All other
differences found between these two groups concerned their responses to questions
pertaining to their experiences with relationships. There was a significant difference
between the two groups on the level of sexual intimacy they shared with their current
partner [X^(2, N=88) = 9.89, p < .01]. Of the 83% of the sample who had a current
partner, 66% of the veibally coerced group endorsed a high degree of intimacy whereas
only 29% of the noncoerced group reported accordingly. In response to a question
regarding whether or not the women had ever been in a physically or emotionally abusive
relationship [X^(l, N-88) = 17.50, p < .0001], the verbally coerced group of women
responded "yes" ( 59%) more frequently than the noncoerced women (15.9%). Finally,
the women in the coerced group endorsed items indicating more sexual partners in the
past year than did the noncoerced women [X^(3, N=88) = 18.23, p < .001]. Of the
noncoerced group, approximately one-third (32%) reported having no sexual partners
over the past year and slightly less than half (47.7%) reported one sexual partner. The
coerced women tended to indicate (54.5%) that they had more than one partner over the
past year.
Sexual Experiences Survey
Given the study's criteria, the women in the verbally coerced group had to respond
"yes" to one of the questions three through six, and "no" to questions seven through 12
(either response on questions one and two were acceptable). Nonetheless, the women

tended to answer yes to more than one of the questions pertaining to verbal coercion, the
average number endorsed was 1.75 witli a standard deviation of .81. When asked to
provide dates for the incidences, many of the women gave blocks of time, indicating that
they had occurred multiple times in that given time frame. All except two of the women
(n=42) responded "yes" to question one, "had sexual intercourse with a man when you
both wanted to?" Frequencies of the verbally coerced women's responses to the Sexual
Experience Survey are provided in Table 2.
Table 2. ~
Demographics of Verbally Coerced Women: Sexual Experiences Survey (N=44)

"YES"
1. Percentage of women who experienced consensual sexual intercourse? 95.3%
2. Percentage of women who experienced a man misinterpreting
the level of sexuality she desired?

67.4%

3. Percentage of women who endorsed being in a situation where
a man became so sexually aroused that she felt it was useless
to stop him even though she did not want to have intercourse?

62.8%

4. Percentage of women who had sexual intercourse with a man
even though they didn't really want to because the male
threatened to end the relationship otherwise?

18.6%

5. Percentage of women who had intercourse with a man when
they did not want to because they felt pressured by
continual arguments?

46.5%

6. Percentage of women who found out that a man had obtained
sexual intercourse with her by saying things he did not
really mean?

51.2%

7. Percentage of women who reported history of rape?

18.2%

Factors o f Verbal Coercion Scale

Content analyses were used to identify important and most common factors
present in verbally coercive sexual situations. There were two separate analyses of these
data. The first involved four experimenters who identified factors that occurred prior to,
during, and after the coercive event. This led to the construction of the FAVC Rater's
Questionnaire that assisted in the second analysis of the data which involved a different
group of four raters who rated each participant's account in terms of the presence (i.e., 1=
not present, 10 =prominent) and relevance (i.e., 1= not relevant to the coercion,
10=crucially relevant to the coercion) of each identified factor.
Identifying the Factors
Four experimenters read through the FAVCS Part I for each participant and
constructed a list comprising all given responses (i.e., individual statements or ideas) for
each given question. Frequency counts of content responses were made, responses that
were most common were listed and used to construct the FAVC Rater's Questionnaire.
FAVCS Pau l
The frequencies of responses for each of the four open-ended questions are listed in
Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6. On average, the 44 women reported that they knew the man
described in their incident for an average of one year and three months (SD=1 year, 10
months) (see Table 3). Their responses ranged from not knowing him at all (just meeting
that day), to knowing him for ten years (grew up in same town). In general, the women
seemed to know quite a bit about the man they described, with half of the women (n=22)
reporting that they had dated him for some length of time, ranging from two weeks to up
to five years, 25% of these women having dated the man between 3 and 6 months. Other
frequently mentioned things the women knew of the men before the incident happened
included knowing of his past relationships (n=17) and where he was originally from
(n-15) (see Table 4).

Table 3.
Leneth of time narticinants knew male at time of incident. (N:=44)

Average length of time:
Standard Deviation:
Median
Mode
Range

1.26 years
1.84 years
5 months
30 days
0 days-10 years

When incident happened, she knew him
Less than a week
One to four weeks
One month to three months
Three months to six months
Six to twelve months
one year to two and a half years
two and a half to five years
five to ten years

06.8%
04.5%
25.0%
13.6%
09.1%
13.6%
22.7%
04.5%

Note: Responses to FAVCS I (Question 1): How long did she know him before
incident?
(FAVCS: Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale)
In response to the question, "Please describe in detail what happened during and
immediately following the incident," all of the women described what the man said to her
(see Table 5). Over half of the women (n=24) reported that the man in the incident said
things he did not mean, and the same number described their interaction as characterized
by continual arguments. Almost all of the women (n=42) described his behavior, saying
that he was "lying" (n=14), "smoozing her" (n=10), or was "frustrated with her" (n=10).
Three-fourths of the women (n=33) described the activity they were engaged in prior to
this incident, with ten stating they were with friends, nine were watching television or a
movie, and six had been to a party. Alcohol was involved in half of the incidents (n= 22).
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1 able 4. Women's responses regarding what she knew of male before incident. (N=44)
Percentage
1. He knew a lot about him because he was
her "boyfriend"
1
<1 month
<6 months
11
2
< 1 yr
<2
yrs
6
2
<5 yrs
2. She reported that she knew....
of his past relationships
where he was originally from
his age
the same friends
his family
that he was manipulative, "played mind games"
him as an acquaintance
3
< 1month
2
<6 months
0
< 1year
2
< 2 yrs
3
< 5 yrs
he had an "antisocial personality" (broke law,
general lack of respect for the law)
"Not much"
his friends
his likes/dislikes
everything about him
he was athletic
he was"over protective/possessive/controlling"
his career goals
physical appearance-good looking
sexual status-knew how many sexual partners, etc.
went to school together
"friends"
0
< 1 month
0
< 6 months
0
< 1 yr
1
< 2 years

50% (n=22)

38.6% (n= l7)
34.1% (n= 15)
27.3% (n=l2)
25.0% (n = ll)
22.7% (n=10)
22.7% (n= 10)
22.7% (n=10)

20.5% (n= 9)
18.2% (n= 8)
15.9% (n= 7)
15.9% (n= 7)
15.9% (n= 7)
15.9% (n= 7)
15.9% (n= 7)
13.6% (n= 6)
13.6% (n= 6)
13.6% (n= 6)
13.6% (n= 6)
13.6% (n= 6)

Table 4. Continued.

3
2

< 5 yrs
> 5 yrs

she thought he "liked her and no one else"
alcohol related problems
abuse/violent
felt comfortable with him
physical stature/strength
he had been abused
treated women well
conversationalist (nice to talk to)
married/divorced/has kids
nice guy
liar
she had sex with him before
"druggie"
he had done nothing to believe he'd act this way

11.4% (n= 5)
11.4% (n= 5)
9.1% (n= 4)
9.1% (n - 4)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)
6.8% (n= 3)

hometown boy
where worked
superficial
treated bad
money, nice car, nice clothes, etc.
past girlfriend "warning"
dated sister
cool
popular, well-liked
lived together
partied together
where worked
"player" went around
quiet
struggled with depression
daily attitudes
goals of relationship

4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)
4.5% (n= 2)

Note: FAVCS SCALE Part I (Question 2): Prior to the incident, what information did
she have about the male?
(FAVCS: Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale)

Table 5. FAVCS Part I: Women's description of verbally coercive incidents £N=44)

1. Described what he said (43 total responses):
24
5
4
3
2
2
1
1
1

said things he did not mean ( general begging stuff)
he persuaded her that she was "driving him crazy"
he layed guilt trip on her "spent $ on you" etc.
"I don't turn you on"
he was worked up and just said whatever
man said you'd do it if you love me
man saying he's not good enough for her
calling her names "cold", "frigid"
he cared for her a lot

2. Described him (42 total responses):
14
10
10
6
1
1

he's a liar
"smoozer"
he was frustrated with her
man angry
jealous
overprotective

3. Described the activity she was engaged in just prior (33 total responses):
10
9
6
5
3

with friends
just prior to watched movie/television
party
prom/dance
went out to restaurant

4. She described the interaction between the two (25 total responses)
24
continued arguments
1
to shut him up
5. She described how she felt (25 total responses):
6
4
3

very upset, took away virginity
woman angry
it hurt her, sex painful for her in general
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3
3
3
2
1

she was vulnerable/he took advantage of her
she was scared/fear
woman low self-esteem
tired
not feeling well

6. Deseribed judgment inhibitors (23 total responses):
22
1

liquor involved
woman just woke up, felt disoriented

7. Described how she felt had to have sex (18 total responses):
16
2

felt or man was so sexually aroused useless to stop
felt obliged because he is boyfriend

8. Described location of incident (18 total responses):
7
5
4
1
1

in car/van
his house
at friend's apartment
own apartment
dorm

11
1
1
1

begging
gave her rose
he cried
he gave her the "silent tx1

9. She described her feelings toward him (11 total responses):
3
3
3
2

loved him
she was scared/fearful of him
felt sorry for him
she was sure he was her "soul mate"

10. She described their sexual interaction just prior to incident (11 total responses):
6
5

sexual advances
making out

44
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11. She described how the "situation seemed to get out of control" (10 total responses):
10

she was with friends who "should have known better than to leave her
alone with the guy."

12. Described that she had previously had sex with this guy before the incident, however,
this time "he was different" ( 6 total responses):
6

previously had sex

13. She described when the incident occurred (5 total responses):
14. Described a situation that the man made a verbal threat to end relationship if she
refused sex (5 total responses):
15. Described how she perceived threat (4 total responses):
2
1
1

woman felt man could "get it elsewhere"
he was physically intimidating, she was afraid of what he may do
physically
no other social support for woman he was very important to her

Note: FAVCS Part I (Question 3): On the day the situation happened, please describe in
detail what happened (i.e., what led up to the event, what happened during, and
immediately following).
(FAVCS: Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale)
When describing what happened after the incident (see Table 6), seventy-five
percent of the women gave a variety of responses regarding how their relationship
changed with the man following the incident. Over half of the women (n=25) reported
that the incident changed her specifically in some way, 17 for the worse, and eight for the
better. Half of the women gave a variety of negative responses describing how she felt
when she saw him after the incident. Twenty-one of the women described the pressure
they felt to have sex with the man, and the same number described how the man had
treated them afterward. Of the 22 women who reported they had some sort of
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relationship with the man when the incident happened, 18 stated that they discontinued
the relationship at some point afterwards, nine within two weeks following.
Approximately one third of the women (32%) stated that his behavior during the incident
was part of a pattern of escalating controlling behaviors. All responses are listed on
Table 6.

Table 6. FAVCSPartI: Women's accounts of what happened after incident.
(N=44)

1. She described how their relationship changed (33 total responses)
4
4
3
3
2
5

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

only interacted occasionally
relationship got better/still goes out with him
talked through it
stopped having sex altogether —told him to mellow out
scared to be with him
didn't talk for....
1
3 weeks
1
4 days
1
6 months
2
did not talk at all
lost respect for him
scared to call him
didn't like to make out with him
interactions less ffequently/little time together
sex only 8 times after that and did not enjoy it
saw him several times than stopped hanging out where he does
arranged a talk afterward but now have zero interaction
didn't have sex for a while
relationship changed in became manipulative and cold (wouldn't
call her)
became "sexual friends"
fought all the time and broke up
lost trust in him
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2. She described how the incident changed h er______: (25 total responses)
A. for the better (8):
4
she became more assertive with subsequent boyfriends
2
learned from him
1
learned she didn't need to be treated so poorly
1
became more assertive with guy
B. for the worse (17):
2
became more sexually promiscuous
2
self-esteem plummeted
2
relationships aren't the same
3
thought she was pregnant
1
confidence went down in dating relationships
1
loss of interest in school/family
1
now sees all relationships based on sex
1
decreased the amount of sex she wanted to engage in
1
was pregnant
1
had abortion
1
took a year to get over it
1
couldn't stop thinking about it
1
she didn't love him anymore
1
never forgotten it
1
interfered with her relationship with her mother
3. She described how she felt when she saw him after incident (22 total
responses)
5
4
3
3
2
1
1
1
1
1

like she would still like to be friends
uneasy
awkward
embarrassed
stupid
nauseas
scared
lost respect
guilty
upset

1
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4. She described how she felt pressured to sleep with him: (21 total responses)
5
5
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

she feels guilty if doesn't
she feels obligated due to in relationship with him
he gave her the silent treatment
she was "under the influence"
she wanted to be liked
he was manipulatative
threatened to leave her
fell to the same line
didn't establish clear boundaries

5. She described how he treated her afterward: (21 total responses)
5
4
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

he became controlling
he became possessive
told rumors about her
threatened to tell rumors about her
avoided her
he became abusive (physically/mentally)
really cold
punished her for being a "bad girlfriend"
friendly
took her on vacation
cheated on her

6. Relationship when relationship was discontinued: (18 total responses)
3
1
5
2
3
1
j

never saw him again
broke up next day
<2 weeks
<3 months
< 6 months
< 1 year
< 3 years

7. Her idea of why he pressured her to have sex:(15 total responses)
5
told his friends, so he could brag, add her to his tally
6
he just wanted her for sex
4
alcohol/drugs
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8. She described his escalating controlling behaviors (11 total responses)
2
stalked her
4
became very possessive
5
became very controlling
9. She described feeling__________ about the incident (11 total responses)
3
very upset
3
she was to blame
2
guilty
2
regret
10. She stated "his excuse": (09 total responses)
2
he wasn't ready for relationship just wanted to be friends
2
he had been drinking
1
he was too turned on
1
to show how much he cared
1
he claimed she didn't know she was a virgin
1
couldn't get her out of his mind
1
can't live without her
11. She treated him ______afterward (09 total responses)
3
she avoided him
3
Ignored him
1
told him off
1
didn't speak
1
disrespectful
12. She heard after the incident that he... (06 total responses)
1
"slept around"
1
sold the same lines to different people
1
he plays the field
2
committed to another still wanted sex with her
1
he was living with another woman
Note. FAVCS Part I (Question 4): "Please tell us any information regarding this
situation after it happened (days, weeks, months, years) (i.e., What kind of interaction did
you have with the man? How did it effect you, him, your relationship?)"
(FAVCS: Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale)
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FAVCS».EaHH
When asked more specifically how the women would have described the male
before the incident, the top three answers were "nice" (n=15), "attractive" (n=14), and
”fun"(n=10) (more detailed responses are listed for each question in Table 8). When
asked how the women would describe the men now, 72.7% (n=32) responded negatively,
and nine positively. "Jerk" was the most common description now, with 15.9%
specifically responding in this fashion . The women were divided in how invested they
were in the relationship prior to the incident, 18.2% endorsed items indicating a low
commitment (5 of these endorsing "not at all"), 34.1% responded "moderately
committed", and almost half identified a high level of commitment (5 of these indicated
"extremely"). The majority of the incidences (59%) occurred between midnight and 4
a.m., another 20.5% of the incidences occurred between 8pm and midnight. When
describing where the incident took place, the top three answers were; in the man's
apartment or dormitory room (52.3%), in his car/truck (18.2%), and at a friend's house
(18.2%).
Alcohol was involved in over half of the incidences, with 61.4% of the women
reporting that the male had some degree of alcohol in his system, while 56.8% of the
women did. Of those men who had something to drink prior to this incident, the women
described that most had a moderate amount to drink (n =18), with only two "close to
annebriated." Of the women who were under the influence of alcohol, a bimodal
distribution was found, with higher numbers stating that they were either close to
annebriation (18.2%), or having little (22.7%) to drink. When asked about other drugs,
two of the women reported that the man was under the influence (i.e., cocaine,
marijuana), another three women were unsure of whether the men had used an illegal
drug or not. None of the women reported being under the influence of an illicit drug.
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When asked about the type of situation preceding the incident they described, a
variety of responses were given, the top three answers were; on a date (16%), out with
mutual friends (16%), and at a party (16%). When responding to what the male said to
coerce her into sex, the top three answers consisted of him saying things he "did not
mean" (47.7%), continual pleading (34.1%), and telling her how she had "led him on"
and making her feel guilty (27.3%). When responding to him, she told him "no"
continually in 20% of the cases. In another 15.9% of the cases, the woman told him "no"
originally and then "wavered due to his pressure." Another 15.9% of the women agreed
to have sex after he made "promises he didn't mean." When asked about what would
have happened to her if she had refused to have intercourse with him, 29.5% stated that
he would have broken up with her. One fourth stated that he would have gotten "very
angry" with her, and several of the women stated that they had sex because they were
afraid the male would use force and/or rape her anyway (22.7%).

Responses to the

question, "looking back on the incident, were there any "clues" he gave that you wish you
had paid attention to?" were mixed, with 28 of the women (64%) responded "yes."
Seventeen (38.6%) of the women responded that they felt his behavior was
"inappropriate". Finally, women reported that the incident they described changed how
the male treated her in less than half of the incidences (n=17), and that it changed the way
she treated him in 61.4% of the incidences.
Determining..the. Prevalence & Relevance of Factors
FA VC Rater's Questionnaire
In general, the ratings between the two raters for each question and its
components tended to be similar. The differences between the ratings ranged between
nine ( i.e., a rating by one rater of "10'’ and the other a " 1") and zero units. For the
purpose of this experiment, differences greater than five units were used to mark
substantial differences. Of a total 1760 questions across each questionnaire for each of
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the 44 narratives, there was a total of 253 questions in which the raters' ratings differed
by five or more, or only 14.6% of them. Thus, 85.4% of the ratings differed by four units
or less.
Average ratings were calculated for each question. When asked to identify the
situation that preceded the incident, the raters seemed to easily identify this (M=2.34,
SD=2.I4, 1 - 'very easy", 10= "very hard") and rated this as moderately pertinent to the
incident (M=5.66, SD=1.98 ; l="not at all", 10="very much so").

In response to where

the incident took place, the raters identified variable responses, and found these relatively
easily to determine in each of the narratives (M-2.25, SD=2.31 ; l="very easy",
10="very hard"). They also rated the location of the incident as being moderately
important toward the outcome of the narrative (M-5.55, SD=1.95). The raters had a
moderately difficult time (M=4.72, SD=3.44 ) distinguishing how the woman physically
got into the situation (e.g., did she drive, walk, get dropped off by friends, etc.), and again
thought it was moderately pertinent to the incident (M=4.35 SD=2.19).
The raters easily (M-1.90, SD=1.16 ) identified the relationship between the man
and woman in each narrative as "friends" (M=7.19, SD=2.48 ; l="no relationship", 10=
"very intimate" ). They also thought it was very pertinent to the outcome of the situation
(M=7.27, SD=1.82).

When asked about the amount of control the woman had regarding

how she got into the situation, the raters thought that she, on average had some control
(M=6.47, SD=1.76; l="no control", 10 = " a lot of control"). However, it was moderately
difficult for them to discern this (M=3.25, SD=1.48 ) but was moderately pertinent to the
outcome of the incident (M=4.94, SD=1.71 ). The raters thought that the men depicted in
the narratives were in the low average range of saying things they did not mean in order
to get the women to have sex with them (M=5.70, SD=2.80 ; 1= "no, not at all", 10=
"yes, a lot"). The raters realized this was what the man was doing during the incident
described (M.^5.16, SD=1.81 ; 1= "right away", 10="in her account afterwards") and this
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was moderately difficult for them to tell (M=3.85, SD=1.86 ) and was moderately
pertinent to the outcome of the incident (M=5.83, SD-2.50 ).
The raters felt that the men in the narratives tended to use continual arguments to
wear the women down, get her emotional, or beg her to have sex with him (M~5.90,
SD=2.71 ; 1= "did not use", 10="used a lot"). The raters realized that this was the tactic
the male was using during the incident (M-4.36, SD=1.77 ; 1 - 'right away, 5 - 'during
the incident, 10=" in her account afterwards"). It was relatively easy for them to
determine this in the scenarios (M=3.25, SD=2.03 ), and they thought it was moderately
pertinent element of the incidents (M=5.99, SD=2.49 ). VtTien asked about whether the
man's judgment was impaired by alcohol use or other drugs during the incident, the raters
felt that he had ingested a moderate amount of alcohol ^ = 3 .9 8 , SD=2,82 ; l-'none",
10="he was annebriated"), which was relatively easy for the women to decipher (M=2.72,
SD=2.20), and was moderately important to the outcome of the scenario (M=3.76,
SD=2.49). Likewise, it was relatively easy for the raters to comment about the degree
that alcohol influenced the women's behaviors in the narratives (M-3.73, SD=3.11).
They felt that the women had some alcohol (M= 2.35, SD=1.79 ) and that it was a
moderately pertinent factor to the incidents (M= 3.80, SD=2.77 ).
The raters relatively easily ( M= 1.86, SD~.73) identified that they felt the
women's responses were mixed about the type of relationship they had with the man
following the incident, stating that for the most part, they were, "acquaintances"
(M=5.73, SD=3.21 ). At the time the woman participated in this study, it was pretty clear
to the raters (M=l .77, SD=.92 ) that many of the women did not continue the relationship
with the men (M=2.35, SD=2.64 ). When asked how the incident affected the participant,
the raters generally indicated that the incident had somewhat of a negative effect on her
(M=3.70, SD=1.65 ; l="very negatively", 10= "very positively"). However, this was
moderately difficult for the raters to indicate (M=4.57, SD=1.87; l=very easy, 10= very
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difficult) but was moderately pertinent to the incident (M=5.20, SD=1.52 ; l- 'n o t at all",
10- "very much so"). The raters thought that the women made sense of what the male
did by tending to believe he "just wanted sex" (M^B.lb, SD=1.79 ; 1= "just for sex", 10=
"he was sincere"). They had moderate difficulty answering this question (M=4.49,
SD=1.79 ) and also thought it had moderate importance to the incident (M=4.86,
SD=1.41).
Did the raters think that the men's behavior as described in the narratives was
manipulative? The raters not only believed they were (M= 7.30, SD= 1.68; 1= not at all,
10= "very much so") but also determined this relatively easily (M=3.53, SD=1.56; one
on the scale equated to"very easy"). The last question asked the raters the extent to which
they believed that the woman "gave in due to what he said or to what extent he acted or
behaved." They relatively easily ^ = 2 .9 8 , SD=1.16 ) felt that the woman "gave in" more
due to what the man said instead of what he did (M= 6.07, SD=2.02; l=all to physical
actions, 10= "all words").
Discussion
The purpose of this experiment was threefold: first, to provide basic demographic
description of and comparison between women reporting at least one instance of verbal
sexual coercion and women reporting no instances of verbal sexual coercion; second, to
identify the two most frequent and pertinent factors present in verbally coercive sexual
situations; and third, to create scenarios based on different levels of these two factors.
Before discussing the findings of this study, these results need to be discussed with regard
to specific limitations of this study. Limitations and conclusions that are pertinent to all
three experiments are discussed in the final chapter.
Limitations of Experiment One
Limitations of this experiment include generalizeability of the results and
subjectivity in the research design. In order to become a participant in this study, women
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were required to fill out the Sexual Experiences Survey. Of the 339 women to whom this
questionnaire was administered in screening, there were a total of 102 women who were
eligible to participate. Half of these women agreed to participate. Although there were
several reasons given from students who declined to participate in this study (many
indicated that they "did not need any more extra-credit", it is assumed that many chose
not to participate due to the nature of the study. Given that half of those eligible chose
not to participate, one must speculate as to whether those choosing to participate were
truly representative of women who have been verbally coerced into sexual intercourse.
Content analyses were conducted on the information provided by the participants
on the FAVCS. Content analyses by definition are "an examination of spoken or written
material for the purpose of classifying or coding", and have "rules for counting and
classifying the information that are based on theoretical notions" (p. 11, Keppei &
Zedeck, 1989). In this study, all information was "counted", that is, all was considered
important, the responses were conceptually classified, not directly based on theoretical
guidance.
A limitation of this type of content analysis is the inability to draw inferences about the
causality role of the individual pieces of the women's story. The reader is reminded that
the study was designed to identify common factors in the women's narratives, not to
identify behaviors that may have caused or contributed to the coercion.
Although every attempt was made to instill objectivity in analyzing the
information on the FAVCS, the process of counting thoughts or ideas expressed by the
participants was rather subjective. There were decisions made in constructing the Rater's
Questionnaire, scoring it, interpreting the results, and constructing the scenarios that were
based on conceptual logic and not empirical data. For example, there were fifteen
questions included on the FAVC Rater's Questionnaire because fifteen appeared to
represent the information collected on the FAVCS the best while taking brevity into
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account to decrease raters' response time. However, it is possible that a different number
or questions would have been better at helping the raters analyze the content of
participants' responses.
Summary of Findings
Although a few demographical differences were noted between the two groups of
women, they were generally very similar. The Verbally Coerced women's responses on
the SES were not homogeneous, with many endorsing items indicating more than one
experience of verbal coercion. Several factors were common across the narratives, and
were used to construct the Rater's Questionnaire. These included: location and context
of the incident; how the woman physically got in the situation; the type of relationship
between the woman and man; how much control she had in getting in the situation; the
man saying things he did not mean to get the woman to have sex with him; male's use of
continual arguments; male drinking or using drugs; women's use of alcohol or drugs; her
current relationship with man; how the incident affected her; how the woman "made
sense of what happened;" man appearing manipulative; and whether she gave in more
because of his words or actions. Of these, the two most prevalent and relevant factors
were judged to be the woman's perception of whether or not the man was "manipulative",
and the type of relationship she had v/ith him before the incident occurred. All of this
information was used to construct the narratives for Experiment 2.

ComparingNoncoerced.and.Vcrbally._CQerced,_Womcn
Women in both subject groups were overwhelmingly single, sophomores, and
were from small towns (population < 25,000). Significant differences between the groups
were found, however, in the marital status of the participants' biological parents, level of
intimacy shared with the current partners, past experiences with emotionally/physically
abusive relationships, and numbers of sexual partners they had in the past year.
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Contrary to a study conducted on a similar population (Caraway, 1996), subjects
in the verbally coercive group were more likely to report having parents that were
separated or divorced than were women in the noncoerced group. Although several
studies have reported that adult children of divorce encountered more negative life
changes than children of non-divorced families (Hetherington, Cox & Cox, 1986), long
term effects on women's susceptibility to sexual coercion have not been specifically
investigated. However, in a study examining adult children of divorce and the use of
violence in their current dating relationships (Billingham, R.E., Gilbert, K.R., 1990), it
was found that participants from divorced families were no more likely to report
experiencing violence in their current relationship than those from familial intact
relationships.
Not surprisingly, women in the verbally coerced group were more likely to have
been in emotionally or physically abusive relationships than were women in the
noncoerced group. It is both interesting and alarming to note, that despite a significantly
smaller likelihood of being in an abusive relationship, 13.6% of the women in the
noncoerced group still indicated they had been in such a relationship. Discouragingly,
these numbers are consistent with and even somewhat lower than current statistics
available from other sources (Lott, Reilly, & Howard, 1982; Russell, 1984). This is
consistent with feminist theorists who argue that encounters with abusive relationships
are simply a common experience for many women in this society (Brownmiller, 1975).
In addition to having more aversive sexual experiences than women in the
noncoerced group, a larger proportion of the women in the verbally coerced group also
endorsed being more intimate with a current partner and having more sexual partners than
women in the noncoerced group. Although a few studies have found relationships
between a woman's sexual history (age of first sexual experience, frequency of sexual
activity) and sexual coercion (Koss, 1985; Mynatt & Allgeier, 1990), none, to my
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knowledge, have explicitly examined the relationship between number of sexual partners,
level of shared intimacy in current relationships, and sexual coercion. Because these
relationships were not the primary focus of the present study, replication and further
methodological refinement are needed before attempting to interpret these findings.
Verbally Coerced Women's Distribution of Responses
on the Sexual Experiences Survey
In a national sample of over 6,000 college students, Koss et al. (1987) reported
that 44% of the women surveyed stated that they had engaged in sexual intercourse
because they had been overwhelmed with a man's constant verbal pressure. The number
of women in this study surveyed (M=337) who endorsed having sexual intercourse when
they did not want to due to verbal pressure (n=102) was 30%, somewhat lower than what
was reported nationally. A similar percentage of women endorsing "verbal coercion" in
the absence of physical coercion (33%) was found in similar study at the same university
(Caraway, 1996). Possible explanations for this finding may include that this
phenomenon does not happen as much in this more conservative area, women don't "give
in as easily" here (perhaps due to more societal/peer support not to have sex), or the
women in this area may not label it as such.
Many of the women in the verbal coercion group endorsed more than one of the
items pertaining to coercion, most indicating at least two specific incidences. Over half
of these women reported being in a situation where they felt a man was "so aroused that it
was useless to stop him." Approximately half of these women reported a man had used
continual arguments to pressure them into having sex, the same percentage also stated
that a man had "said things he didn't mean" in order to get them to have sex with him.
Several of the women (2.5%) indicated on the SES that the incidences they
endorsed occurred across a given time span, suggesting that the incidences occurred
multiple times with the same partner. Although there are several studies that report
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sexual aggression occurring within the context of intimate relationships such as dating
and marriage (Kilpatrick, et. al., 1992; Kilpatrick, Best, Saunders, & Veronen, 1988;
Doss, 1992; Russell, 1984; Sorenson & White, 1992), there is little acknowledgment of
re-occurring sexually coercive behaviors within these same relationships. A few studies
have looked at sexual coercion within relationships and how it is related to certain, "love
styles" in men (Kalichman, Sarwer, Johnson, Ali, 1993; Sarwer, Kalichman, Johnson,
Early, 1993). These studies generally reported men who have h 'd both consensual
intercourse and coercive sex with women were more likely to endorse a manipulative,
game-playing orientation toward intimate relationships with women. However, studies
citing men's re-occurring sexually coercive behaviors within the context of a heterosexual
relationship and women's responses to them remain scarce in trauma literature.

FAYC.S,;.Identifying-Common Factors
Much of the information collected in this initial experiment was reflected on both
parts of the Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale (FAVCS). However, there
was some information unique to each scale. The information expressed in both will first
be discussed.
Most of the women who participated in this study not only knew the man they
described in the narratives, but most knew him very well. While many studies agree that
most sexual assaults involve people who know each other (e.g., Burt, 1991; Copenhaver
& Grauerholz, 1991; Kilpatrick et al., 1992), particularly those who are dating (Kanin,
1984, 1985; Koss, 1992; Meyer, 1984), the degree of involvement and how long they
have been involved has not been reported in the trauma literature. Pre-rape "closeness" to
the perpetrator has been associated with women's post-assault adjustment. It was found
that the closer the women felt to the perpetrator, the greater her self-blame and the longer
her recovery process (Koss, 1991). Considering the importance of closeness to the
perpetrator and that dating is probably best described as a "continuum of courtship and
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relationship development from first social encounter to premarital intimate relationship,"
(p. 119, Nurius & Norris, 1996) it is surprisi g that the literature has failed to address the
true extent to which sexually coercive incidents involve men and women who have
known each other well for a fairly long time.
Many of the contextual variables of the sexually coercive incidents described in
this study are consistent with the trauma literature. According to Mynatt and Alegier
(1990) most acquaintance rapes occur at either the victim's or the assailant's home, and
involve some sort of voluntary social contact between them. The results of this study
indicated that the majority of the coercive incidents occurred on the male's "turf," either
in his apartment, dorm room, or automobile, and that the women tended to engage in
some type of voluntary social activities with the men prior to the coercive incident.
The use of alcohol by both the perpetrators and victims in this study were also
consistent with trauma research. With more than half of the men and women using some
alcohol before the sexual coercive incident, alcohol appears to have played a significant
role in the incidences described by the women participants. Muehlenhard and Linton
(1987) have speculated that not only does alcohol serve to reduce men's inhibitions
against violence and provides an excuse for sexual aggression, but it also may reduce
women's ability to resist. Warshaw and Parrot (1991) suggest that alcohol affects
victims and perpetrators in a variety of ways that may enhance the probability that a rape
may occur.

Some variables that have been identified in other studies such as what the

women wore, who initiated and paid for the date or social activity were not mentioned by
the women in this study. A possible explanation for this may be that several of the
studies that have focused on those type of situational variables tended to be studies on
people's perceptions of sexually coercive incidents, rather than reported characteristics of
actual victims describing their coercive incidents. In addition, these studies may be
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misleading because they deal with factors that have not appeared in studies investigating
women's personal descriptions of their experiences with sexual coercion.
Another interesting finding was participants' responses to questions soliciting
descriptions of what the men said to coerce them into having sex against their will. Onethird of the women indicated that they even tually "agreed to have sex" with the men they
described because the women were afraid the men would "rape" them, as if somehow
their "agreeing to have sex" under these circumstances is equated with prevention of
rape. While women engaging in or even initiating unwanted sex for reasons related to
fear of their husband's violence (Walker, 1984) has been reported among battered women,
this has not typically been a reported experience associated with sexual assault. This is
an interesting finding that creates many questions surrounding the nature of rape and
sexual coercion. Are the women perceiving that sexual intercourse against their will is
not "rape" unless there is some degree of physical force? Is she similar to the battered
women in the sense that she is afraid of the incident escalating into violence? Clearly,
more questions are posed than answered, meriting further investigation in this area.
While there was common information reported on both parts of the FAVCS, there
was some information that was unique to each scale. Starting with the open-ended
questions, many of the women described how the relationship changed her, many for the
worse, some for the better. While much of the trauma literature has focused on
psychological adjustment following rape, none have cited positive after-effects. Some of
the women in this study reported that the incident had helped them to become more
assertive with subsequent boyfriends. Women also identified that the man's behavior at
the time of the sexual coercive incident they described was part of a pattern of escalating
controlling behaviors. Many of the women also reported that in retrospect, there were
"clues" that may have indicated his propensity to use coercive tactics. Of these, several
reported his pattern of "inappropriate behaviors" such as him "acting immature about sex

61

(i.e., putting his sexual needs above hers). Several of the women reported that they did
not pay attention to these "clues" because of their resistance to believing that he was "just
after sex," or "was using her." Although it has been noted that sexual coercion in dating
relationships has a tendency to escalate, often beginning with behaviors that are
ambiguous as to their inappropriateness or threat (Nurius & Norris, 1996), the
progression, shaping, or grooming of sexual behaviors has not been addressed in
nonmarried, nonviolent couples in trauma literature.
Several of the women reported that the male in the incident they described was
not "100% responsible" for the outcome, that if they would have "been smarter" about the
situation, it may not have happened. For example, several women stated that if they had
not been drinking, they felt they could have prevented the incident, or if they had not
engaged in consensual kissing with him, "they wouldn't have gotten him so wound up."
Attributes of responsibility for acquaintance rape remain one of the most controversial
issues in sexual aggression research (Calhoun, & Townsley, 1991). Several studies have
investigated perceptions of college students regarding causal attributes of date rape,
indicating that if the man had paid for the date, the woman wore seductive clothing, or the
women willingly went to the man's apartment, forced sexual intercourse may be
justifiable (Muehlenhard, Friedman, & Thomas, 1985). These results suggest that if a
woman chooses to engage in certain behaviors such as asking the wrong man out on a
date or letting the man pay, that she may be expected to have sex. If she does not, she
may be looked upon as "leading him on" and because of this perception, students seemed
to believe that the rape was more justifiable.
A study examining women's beliefs concerning women who "lead men on"
reached a similar conclusion (Muehlenhard & MacNaughton, 1988). Muehlenhard and
MacNaughton found that attitudes about women who act more "suggestively" on dates
tended to show that there were indeed times when respondents believed a woman was
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"asking for it." Again this belief was seen as possibly increasing risks of sexual coercion
for if a woman feels that (or a man convinces her that) she has "led him on" she may feel
compelled to follow through with having sexual intercourse whether she wants to or not.
Determining the Prevalence and.Rekvance of Factors
Using the Rater's Questionnaire to Determine Prevalence and Relevance of Factors
The raters' perceptions of the preval ence and relevance of the questions on the
Rater's Questionnaire tended to be quite similar, suggesting at least a moderate degree of
inter-rater reliability. The two factors that were rated most pertinent and relevant to the
outcome of the narratives included the degree of the relationship between the men and
women, and the men's manipulative behaviors described by the women.
Although pre-rape "closeness" to perpetrator has been investigated as a predictor
of women's post-assault functioning (Koss, 1991), as mentioned previously, its specific
relevancy in date rape situations has not been thoroughly investigated. The male's
coercive behaviors have been investigated primarily through self-reports of college men.
Rapaport and Burkhart (1984) reported that 43% of men surveyed reported that they had
sex with a woman against her will; none of these reported using a weapon and 70%
reported using verbal persuasion. No studies have directly looked at "manipulativeness",
although this certainly does not imply its absence in reported sexual coercion. What kind
of coercive behavior may be more likely to be labeled by the women as "manipulative"
versus "persuasive?" It appears that one thing that was reported by the women in this
study is their tendency to make attributions about a man's sexual intentions depending on
his behavior following the incident. For example, if after having sex with a woman who
was unsure she wanted to have sex, a male left her the day after and went out with
someone else, the woman was more likely to call that behavior "manipulative", than if the
man called her the next day and wanted to see her.
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The factors that were the most difficult for the raters to identify included how the
women arrived at the incidents they described, how much control they had over how they
physically arrived at the incident or in the situation, and how the women tended to make
sense of the incidents. The raters also believed that all of the factors they were addressing
were at least moderately pertinent to the outcome of the scenario. However, the ones
they rated lowest included: what preceded the incident, the location of the incident, how
the women physically got into the situation, the amount of control the woman had
regarding how she got into the situation, the men saying things they did not mean in order
to coerce her into sex, and the men's use of continual arguments.

CHAPTER III
EXPERIMENT TWO
Method
Participants
The participants in this experiment consisted of undergraduate female students
enrolled in psychology courses at the University of North Dakota during the 1995 fall
semester (N = 70). Participants were given extra credit and treated in accordance with the
"Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct" (American Psychological
Association, 1992).

All Participants completed the SES and BIQ (described in the method section of
Experiment 1). In addition, narratives, each including a level (high, or low) of both
factors, manipulativeness of the male, and degree of relationship, were administered to
participants. All narratives consisted of a general, fictional account of a potentially
verbally coercive situation which were developed by the team of raters from Experiment
One using the information they obtained from the personal accounts solicited in that
experiment. This general account was used as the basis for the four narratives used in
this experiment, each incorporating a level (high, low) of the variables manipulativeness
of male and degree of relationship (see Appendix F).
After reading each narrative, participants were asked to use a Likert-type scale to
rate the degree of coercion present (i.e., 1= not present, 10 = very prominent) to assure
that the women judged the accounts on whether or not they constituted coercion. A
follow-up questionnaire (see Appendix G) was also administered. This follow-up
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questionnaire provided a manipulation check by assessing whether subjects could detect
the intended differences between the four narratives (i.e., what factor was being
manipulated and the level of said factor).
Procedure
Each participant ( N = 70) was asked to read all four narratives and then use a
Likert-type scale to rate the degree of coercion present (i.e., 1= not present, 10 = very
prominent) in each narrative (these questions follow each narrative as listed in Appendix
F, H, & I). After rating each narrative, subjects returned it to the experimenter and
received a follow-up questionnaire that asked the participants if they could detect the
presence/absence of particular factors. The specific order of the four narratives were
counter-balanced across the participants. In addition, all participants were administered
the SES and the BIQ.
Participants' responses to the narratives indicated difficulty determining the high
level of the relationship factor (i.e., that the couple had a "close" relationship) and the low
level of manipulativeness (i.e. that the male was somewhat manipulative). Therefore,
new narratives were created by changing the wording associated with the corresponding
levels of each factor. In an attempt to increase the perceived closeness of the relationship,
wording regarding the length of time the couple knew each other was changed from six
months to one year. Decreasing the low level of manipulativeness in the narratives
proved to be more difficult due to this author's inability to interpret the source of
participants' ratings of such in the first pilot study. As was the case in the first
experiment, it appeared that the perceptions of women in this pilot study may be
associated with the male's described behaviors during the incident and also what
happened with the relationship of the two described subsequent to this incident. Because
of this, two sets of narratives were constructed for a second pilot study. Both version s of
narratives changed the wording associated with the high level of the relationship factor,
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as described above. However, the two versions differed with respect to the strategy
intended to reduce the perceived manipulativeness of the male. In the first version, the
wording associated with the male's behaviors during the incident was changed (Set 2A),
containing less words describing his coercive behaviors during the incident, and was
approximately one paragraph shorter in length than the other version. The second version
(Set 2B) held this wording constant, changing from the first pilot study only the wording
pertinent to the degree of relationship, as specified above.
Thus, there were two separate pilot studies conducted, the first (11=47), involved
administering the first set of narratives constructed in Experiment 1 (see Appendix F).
The second pilot study involved administering two separate sets of narratives, Set 2A
(n=lC) (See Appendix H), and Set 2B (n=13) (see Appendix I). The procedure for both
pilot studies was the same.
Results
Descriptive data analyses were conducted to provide information about the three
samples of women (e.g., age, hometown size, dating history, parental marital status). In
addition, descriptive data analyses of the women's responses to the Narrative Follow-up
Questionnaire were conducted. The degree to which the women identified the given
factors for each narrative was assessed. As stated above, analyses of Pilot Study I data
indicated that participants had difficulty determining a high level of the relationship
factor and a low level of the manipulativeness factor. Therefore, after making appropriate
revisions in the narratives (i.e., as described in the method), another pilot study was
conducted, to test two versions of the narratives. This information was used to decide
which set of narratives to use in Experiment Three.
Pilot Study One (Set 1); Descriptive Statistics
The responses to the Background Information Questionnaire are listed in Table 7.
On the SES, 62% of the women reported having consensual sexual intercourse, and less
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than one-third (27%) of the women indicated that a man had, at sometime misinterpreted
her desire for sexual intimacy. See Table 8 for percentages of other items endorsed by
these participants.
Table 7.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Pilot Study One Participants' Demographics (N=47)

Item

Mean

SD

1. Age

19.21

3.71

% (if appropriate)

2. Academic Year
first year
second year
third year
fourth year

66.0%
29.8%
2.1%
2.1%

3. Home town population
less than 1000
1000 to 10,00
10,000 to 25,000
25,000 to 50,000
50,000 to 100,000
100,000-500,000
over 500,000

31.9%
36.2%
12.8%
6.4%
4.3%
4.3%
4.3%

4. Religion
Member of organized religious group
5. Marital Status
single
significant other
married
divorced
6. Sexual Behavior History
number of sexual partners past year
none
one
two to four
greater than four

97.9%
61.7%
29.8%
6.4%
2.1%

42.6%
44.7%
10.6%
2.1%
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Table 7 (continued).

7. Abuse History
ever experienced an emotionally/physically
abusive relationship
currently experiencing emotionally/physically
abusive relationship

17.0%
2.1%

Table 8.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Pilot Study One Participants' Sexual Experiences
Survey (N=47)
"YES"
1. Percentage of women who experienced consensual sexual intercourse? 61.7%
2. Percentage of women who experienced a man misinterpreting
the level of sexuality she desired?

27.7%

3. Percentage of women who endorsed being in a situation where
a man became so sexually aroused that she felt it was useless
to stop him even though she did not want to have intercourse?

12.8%

4. Percentage of women who had sexual intercourse with a man
even though they didn't really want to because the male
threatened to end the relationship otherwise?

10.6%

5. Percentage of women who had intercourse with a man when
they did not want to because they felt pressured by
continual arguments?

8.5%

6. Percentage of women who found out that a man had obtained
sexual intercourse with her by saying things he did not
really mean?

10.6%

*7. Percentage of women who reported history of rape?

6.4%

Note. Questions on the SES, 7 -13, were not included on this table. All of these
questions had less than 10% of the respondents endorsing those items, however, there
was at least one respondent per question.
*This question is number 13 on the SES.
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Data analysis provided information about the content validity of the narratives
developed in Experiment One. First, descriptive statistics were obtained for the women's
ratings of coerciveness of all narratives (e.g., mean, median, mode, standard deviation,
kurtosis, and skewness) (see Table 9). Second, descriptive statistics of the subjects'
ratings of the presence/absence of each factor (manipulativeness, relationship) were
obtained for each narrative (see Table 10).
Pilot Study Two (Set 2A): Descriptive Statistics
Table 11 contains detailed descriptions of demographic data for all participants in
this pilot study. Participants in this pilot study's responses on the SES are listed in Table
12. Data analysis provided information about the content validity of the first set of
revised narratives (set 2A). First, descriptive statistics were obtained for the women's
ratings of coerciveness of all narratives (e.g., mean, median, mode, standard deviation,
kurtosis, and skewness) (see Table 9). Second, descriptive statistics of the subjects'
ratings of the presence/absence of each factor (manipulativeness, relationship) were
examined to determine if subjects could detect the different levels of each factor (see
Table 10).
Pilot Study Two (Set 2B); Descriptive Statistics
Table 11 contains detailed descriptions of demographic data for all participants in
this pilot study. Data analysis provided information about the content validity of the
second set of revised (set 2B). First, descriptive statistics were obtained for the women's
ratings of coerciveness of all narratives (e.g., mean., median, mode, standard deviation,
range, kurtosis, and skewness) (see Table 9). Second, descriptive statistics of the
subjects' ratings of the presence/absence of each factor (manipulativeness, relationship)
were examined to determine if subjects could detect the different levels of each factor
(see Table 10).
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Table 9.
Descriptive Statistics ofN FQ : Degree o f Physical/Verbal Coercion in each narrative

Narrative 1:
Physical Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Verbal Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 2:
Physical Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Verbal Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 3:
Physical Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Verbal Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 4:
Physical Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Verbal Coercion
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis. Skewness

Pilot Study 1
Set 1 (N=47)

Pilot Study 2
Set 2A (n= 10) Set 2B (n=:

6.51 (2.56)
7.24, 9.22
-.11,-.81

6.66 (1.92)
7.08, 7.30
-.46, -.93

8.04 (2.20)
8.80, 7.50
5.38, -2.08

7.84 (1.88)
8.31, 8.26
2.69,-1.52

8.05 (1.67)
8.00, NA*
1.80,-1.36

8.97(1.38)
9.10, 10.0
-1.27,-.17

5.64 (2.89)
6.37, 6.96
-1.05,-.41

6.15(2.17)
6.63, NA*
-.97, -.29

7.07 (3.07)
8.50, 10.00
-.35,-.90

6.65 (2.42)
7.18, 7.83
-.19,-.87

6.26 (1.75)
6.38, NA*
-.73, -.79

8.71 (1.65)
9.20, 10.0
4.31,-1.99

6.66 (2.88)
7.83, 9.13
-.45,-.91

7.18(1.91)
7.15, 7.50
-.97, -.29

6.32 (2.73)
6.60, NA*
-.63, -.68

7.74(1.90)
8.40, 8.87
5.20,-2.06

8.10 (1.83)
8.85, 9.50
-.73, -.79

6.57 (3.03)
7.70, NA*
-1.55,-.46

6.20 (2.80)
6,65, NA*
-.57, -.68

5.81 (2.72)
5.73, NA*
-1.01,-.26

6.26 (2.90)
7.40, 8.50
-.20, -.94

7.39 (1.94)
8.03, 5.65
-.13. -.85

5.47 (2.20)
6.30, NA*
___ 1.47.-1.36

7.50(2.61)
8.40, 8.40
4.85.-2.00

*NA indicates no modal number due to singular occurrences o f responses.
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Table 10.
Descriptive Statistics O f Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire for Pilot Studies 1 and 2.

Narrative 1:
Relationship (High)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (High)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 2:
Relationship (High)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 3:
Relationship (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (High)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 4:
Relationship (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Median, Mode
Kurtosis. Skewness

Pilot Study 1
Set 1 (N=47)

Pilot Study 2
Set 2A (n='10) Set 2B (n=T3)

3.16(2.32)
3.22, NA*
-1.08, .239

4.88 (1.73)
4.9, 5.3
-.89, .30

2.98 (2.26)
2.80, 1.00
3.28, 1.44

8.28 (1.33)
8.78, 9.22
3.14,-1.6

8.84(1.01)
9.05,9.80
-.68, -.64

9.15 (0.73)
9.10, 10.0
-1.27,-.17

5.09 (2.42)
5.44, NA*
-.70, -.40

6.56(1.76)
6.52, 3.20
.42,-.37

5.64(2.41)
6.50, 8.00
-1.13,-.67

6.72 (2.21)
7.29, 8.96
-.25, -.73

5.90 (1.25)
5.80, 5.00
.20, .31

7.90(2.21)
9.10, 9.50
-.71,-.82

1.79 (1.36)
1.54, NA*
-.23, .75

2.97 (0.93)
3.00, 3.00
1.59, 1.28

1.59 (1.57)
1.20, NA*
1.89, 1.46

8.29 (1.39)
8.39, 8.26
6.55,-2.15

8.80 (1.17)
9.20, 9.80
1.24,-1.7

8.93 (1.16)
9.20, 10.0
1.14,-1.23

3.87(2.34)
3.70, 3.91
-.41, .59

5.59 (1.46)
5.95,3.30
-1.33,-.45

4.88 (2.63)
5.00, 5.00
-.32, .47

7.14 (2.09)
7.61,9.13
-.41. .591

5.47(1.61)
5.83, NA*
2.19. -1.35

7.87 (2.46)
8.35, 9.50
5.69. -2.19

*NA indicates no modal number due to singular occurrences o f responses.

72
Table 11.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Pilot Study Two Participants' Demographics (N=23)

Item

Narratives Set 2A
(n= 10)

Narratives Set 2B
(n=13)

1. Age (Mean, SD)

19.1(1.19)

20.77(3.27)

2. Academic Year
first year
second year
third year
fourth year

20.0%
50.0%
10.0%
10.0%

0.0%
61.5%
15.4%
23.1%

3. Home town population
less than 1000
1000 to 10,00
10,000 to 25,000
25,000 to 50,000
50,000 to 100,000
100,000-500,000
over 500,000

20.0%
30.0%
20.0%
30.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

30.8%
30.8%
15.4%
15.4%
7.7%
0.0%
0.0%

4. Religion
Member of organized religious group
90.0%
5. Marital Status
single
70.0%
significant other
30.0%
married
0.0%
6. Sexual Behavior History
Number of sexual partners past year
none
50.0%
one
30.0%
two to four
10.0%
greater than four
10.0%
7. Abuse History
Ever experienced an emotionally/physically
abusive relationship?
30.0%
Currently experiencing emotionally/physically
abusive reiationship?
0.0%

92.3%
69.2%
23.1%
7.7%

46.2%
46.2%
7.7%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%
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Table 12.

Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Pilot Study Two Participants' Sexual Experiences
Survey
Set 2A (N=10), Set 2B(N=13)

Percentage of participants
who indicated "YES"
SET 2A

SET 2B

1. Percentage of women who experienced consensual
sexual intercourse?

50.0%

62.0%

2. Percentage of women who experienced a man
misinterpreting the level of sexuality she desired?

20.0%

23.1%

3. Percentage of women who endorsed being in a
situation where a man became so sexually
aroused that she felt it was useless to stop
him even though she did not want to have
intercourse?

10.0%

7.7%

4. Percentage of women who had sexual intercourse
with a man even though they didn't really want
to because the male threatened to end the
relationship otherwise?

10.0%

0.0%

5. Percentage of women who had intercourse with a man
when they did not want to because they felt
pressured by continual arguments?

20.0%

0.0%

6. Percentage of women who found out that a man had
obtained sexual intercourse with her by saying
things he did not really mean?

20.0%

15.4%

*7, Percentage of women who reported history of rape?

0.0%

0.0%

Note. Questions on the SES, 7-12, were not included on this table. Of the
questions on the SES omitted from this table, all questions had less than 10% of the
respondents endorsing those items. Set 2B had no respondents that endorsed these.
*This question is number 13 on the SES.
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Discussion
The purpose of this experiment was to provide pilot data attesting to the degree to
which the scenarios appropriately addressed the intended level of each particular factor of
manipulativeness and degree of relationship. After completing Pilot Study One, it was
apparent that the manipulativeness high and relationship low levels of their respective
factors were adequately detected by the participants, however, the low level of
manipulativeness and the high level of relationship were not. Pilot Study Two was then
conducted, with two different sets of the narratives, to try and increase the saliency of the
low level of manipulativeness and high level of relationship. Based on the results of Pilot
Study Two, Set 2A was chosen for use in Experiment Three. The results are first
discussed with regard to the limitations of this experiment, followed by the demographics
of the women who participated in this Experiment, and finally, the validity of the
Narratives.
Limitations of Experiment Two
The primary limitation of the study concerns the extent to which its results can be
generalized to other samples. Because it was more difficult than expected to create
narratives that were empirically different in their descriptions of the man's
manipulativeness and the intimacy of the relationship between the man and woman, it
was necessary to create and test three different sets of narratives. Therefore, the number
of participants reading each set was relatively small. In addition, the distributions of
participants' responses to some of the narratives showed some skewness and kurtosis. In
particular, in the set chosen for the third experiment (set 2A) the distribution of
participant's responses to narratives three and to four (both having the low level of the
relationship factor) showed greater skewness and kurtosis than desired. Finally, the
degree to which the narratives were empirically different on the amount of the man's
manipulativeness, the intimacy of the man's and woman's relationship, and the amount of
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perceived coercion, was less than desired. This last point, however, creates more
difficulty for the third experiment than it does for this experiment.
Pilot Study One: Demographics of Participants
Women in this pilot study were overwhelmingly single, first year students,
members of a church, and from smaller towns (population < 25,000). Almost half
(42.6%) of the women had no sexual partners over the past year, with about the same
number reporting being sexual monogamous (44%). Approximately one-fifth (17%) of
the women reported ever being in an emotionally or physically abusive relationship, with
only one of the participants identifying herself in such a relationship currently.
Compared to the women who participated in Experiment 1, women in this sample were
from smaller towns, were more likely to be first-year students, and were less likely to
have been in a sexual relationship over the past year than either the coerced group or
noncoerced group in Experiment One. Women in this sample tended to endorse the
verbally coercive items on the Sexual Experiences Survey (Items 3-6), with only one
participant stating that she had been physically coerced. Three of the women in this
sample (6.4%) reported being raped, compared with 18.2% of the verbally coerced
women in Experiment One. Therefore, this group was somewhat different than the
women in either of the two groups in Experiment One. Although the effect of these
differences is unknown, one might speculate that the group of women in this experiment
might be both more conservative and more naive regarding sexual relationships. It is
possible that these characteristics played a role in t.he difficulty I had in meeting my
objectives when constructing the narratives.
Pilot Study One; Participants' Ratings of Verbal and Physical Coercion
Although the participants consistently rated each narrative as containing a higher
degree of verbal coercion than physical coercion, the means were typically only about .5
standard deviations apart. It has been hoped that narratives could be developed that
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would clearly depict verbal coercion in the absence of physical coercion. However, this
goal was not achieved in this pilot study. As discussed in the limitations section above,
the narratives were net rated differently in the amount of coercion depicted. This was
disappointing because it was hypothesized that altering the levels of the man's
manipulativeness and the intimacy of the relationship would affect participant's ratings of
the amount of coercion depicted in the narratives.
Pilot Study One: Levels of Manipulativeness & Relationship Factors across the Four
Narratives
Examination of the descriptive data revealed that the high level of the
manipulativeness and the low level of the relationship factor were adequately detected by
the participants; however, the low level of manipulativeness and the high level of
relationship were not. Because of this and the above problems noted with the ratings of
coercion, the narratives were revised and additional data were collected.
Pilot Study Two: Demographics of women
Despite the women in this Pilot study being mostly sophomores, they were very
similar to women in Pilot Study One, being overwhelmingly single, members of a church,
from smaller towns (population < 25,000), and either having no sexual partners over the
past year, or being sexual monogamous (44%). However, whereas one-fifth of the
women in the first pilot study reported a past emotionally or physically abusive
relationship, one-third of the women reading the first set (set 2A) of narratives and none
of the women reading the second set (set 2B) of narratives reported ever being in such a
relationship. None of the women who read either set of narratives identified herself in
such a relationship currently. Women in this sample tended to endorse the verbally
coercive items on the Sexual Experiences Survey, with only one participant stating that
she had been physically coerced in Set 2A, and none in S': ;B. None of the women in
this Pilot Study reported ever being raped, compared with 18.2% of the verbally coerced
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women in Experiment One. Once again, one might speculate that this sample of women
(as in the first pilot study) were more conservative and more naive regarding sexual
interactions than women in the first experiment. Interestingly, however, the subjects of
this sample that read Set 2A were more likely to report a past abusive relationship than
were the women who read Set 2B or the women in the first pilot study. The effect this
demographic difference had on their ratings of the narratives is not known but might have
been influential.
Pilot Study Two: Participants' ratings of Verbal Coercion .vs^Bhyisical Coercion in tile
Narratives
Although the participants in Pilot Study Two (as in pilot study one) consistently
rated each narrative as containing a higher degree of verbal coercion than physical
coercion, the mean differences were once again smaller than expected. However, the
ratings of physical coercion and verbal coercion varied across the narratives in both sets a
little more than they did in Pilot Study One. Therefore, while a little more variability was
created in participants' ratings of coercion depicted in the different narratives, I was
unable to create narratives that depicted verbal coercion in the absence of physical
coercion.
Verbal coercion, as defined by several researchers (Muehlenhard & Schrag, 1990;
Koss et. al, 1987) occurs when a woman has sexual intercourse even though she does not
w'ant to because of a man’s verbal arguments, excluding verbal threats of physical force.
Although physically forceful rape has been extensively investigated, physical coercion,
has not. What is also not clear is the extent to which physical coercion has been present
in studies of verbal coercion, or to what extent these overlap. Kanin (1984 & 1985)
identified date rape as often occurring after the female engages in some degree of
consensual sexual activity (e.g., kissing, "petting", etc.) with a male. Several of the
women who participated in Experiment One, identified that some sort of consensual
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physical sexual activity with the male such as kissing occurred prior to the coercion. If
the woman has no intention of having sexual intercourse with a male, but willingly
engages in some degree of sexual activity up to a certain point (such as the woman :.n the
narrative), do the physical sexual interactions constitute physical coercion if they lead to
unwanted sexual intercourse? The participants in the Pilot studies generally thought so,
the mean of their ratings of physical coercion ranged from 5.81 to 8.04 for each narrative,
on a scale to 10, with 10 being, "very much so." They tended to rate each narrative
approximately 10% higher on the verbally coercive scale, indicating, that they felt both
components were strongly represented in the narratives. Although this interaction
between physical and verbal coercion may be more "realistic" than either without the
other present, it may prove to make interpretation of these results difficult.
Another limitation of this study may involve the degree to which results can be
generalized due to questionable distribution of participant's responses. Although half of
the participants' responses regarding narratives Set 2A were normally distributed, the
other half had kurtosis and skewness values greater than one standard deviation from
expected if the distributions were normal.

Although skewness and kurtosis values were

better for Pilot Study One, they were worse for Pilot Study Two, Set 2B. Perhaps, with a
larger sample of participants in Set 2A, this issue may have been avoided.
Pilot Study Two: Levels of Manipulativeness & Relationship Factors.
These two sets of narratives were developed because participants in the first pilot
study rated the low level of manipulativeness too high and the high level of relationship
too iow. Examination of the means in this second pilot study indicated that the narratives
from Set 2A were rated more in accordance with the desired objectives (i.e., higher levels
of relationship rated higher and lower levels of manipulativeness rated lower). It is
important to point out, however, that once again it was clear that relationship and
manipulativeness were not perceived as independent factors by participants. It was
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extremely difficult to create narratives that were high on both factors or low on both
factors. In other words, when the manipulativeness was high, participants' ratings of the
relationship were lower compared to when manipulativeness was low.
Conclusions
Although Set 2A was chosen for use in the third experiment, it still did not meet
all the original objectives. The difficulty creating narratives that clearly depicted verbal
coercion in the absence of physical coercion and separated the influence of a man's
manipulativeness and the intimacy of the man's and woman's relationship might be
indicative of some of the difficulties of understanding how people define verbally
coercive interactions. Certainly these two issues deserve further attention in future
research.

CHAPTER IV
EXPERIMENT THREE
Method
Participants
The subjects in this experiment consisted of undergraduate female students
enrolled in psychology courses at the University of North Dakota during the 1996 spring,
summer, and fall semesters. Approximately 790 students were screened to participate in
this study. Subjects (N= 180) were divided into three groups according to their responses
to the Sexual Experiences Survey. The three groups were as follows: women who
reported never being coerced into sexual intercourse (answering either "no" or "yes" to
questions 1-2, and "no" to 3-13) (a = 60); women who reported at least one instance of
being verbally coerced into sexual intercourse in the absence of physical coercion
(answering either "no" or "yes" to questions 1-2, "yes" to 4, 5, or 6, and "no" to 7-12) (n =
60); and women who reported at least one instance of being physically coerced into
sexual intercourse (answering "yes" to any question from 7-12 ) (n= 60). Participants
were given extra credit and treated in accordance with the "Ethical Principles of
Psychologists and Code of Conduct" (American Psychological Association, 1992).

The SES and BIQ administered in Experiments One and Two were used in this
experiment (see Appendix A). The four narratives, derived in Experiment One and
revised in Experiment Two, and the Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire were also
administered to all subjects.
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Narrative Follow-Up .Questionnaiie.
This questionnaire was developed for use in this study. The instrument has 21
items, each asking the participants to rate their response on a visual analog scale. The
questionnaire includes a range of items inquiring about their perception of the narrative,
such as, "How responsible do you believe Ann was for this particular incident?", and "to
what extent do you think Ann was verbally coerced into sexual intercourse?" (see
Appendix G). The questionnaire also includes two items that serve as a manipulation
check for the relationship and manipulativeness factors identified in Experiment One and
tested and piloted in Experiment Two.
Procedure
The first session involved screening subjects (N = 790) from undergraduate
psychology classes. After reading and signing the informed consent form, female
participants completed the Sexual Experiences Survey. For confidentiality purposes, they
were instructed to omit their names on this measure. Instead, subjects signed their names
on a separate sheet next to the same code number that appeared on their assessment
materials. Women were divided into the three subject groups and researchers contacted
them by telephone and invited them to the second session of this experiment.
The second session involved administering the BIQ and the SES (both described
in Experiment 1), one of the four narratives to each participant, and the Narrative Follow
up Questionnaire. If a participant's SES responses changed from screening to the second
session, an investigation of the responses was conducted and used either to include or
exclude that participant. For example, if a participant's responses indicated that she had
changed categories in such a way as to question the validity of her responses (e.g., her
sexual history went from one where she experienced physical coercion to not having any
aversive sexual experiences) the data were excluded (n=34). However, if a participant's
responses indicated that she originally had no history of coercion, and then in her second
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session she endorsed a coercive experience and indicated that the incident occurred
between the initial screening and the second session, she was included in the study in the
appropriate group (n = 18 ).
Results

There were three groups of 60 female participants used in the following analyses.
The first group consisted of women who reported never having been coerced into sexual
intercourse. Group two consisted of women who reported having been verbally but not
physically coerced into sexual intercourse and the third group included women who
reported having been physically coerced into sexual intercourse.
Background Information Questionnaire
Description of Women Reporting No Sexual Coercion. The women (n=60) had a
mean age of 21.23 (SD - 6.29, range 18-49). Four-fifths of the women reported that
their biological parents were still married. Many (63.7%) of the women stated that they
dated more than one to two times a month, with 18.6 % dating more than once a week.
When asked about how well they typically knew a man before they started dating him,
25.9 % of the women stated they hardly knew anything about him, while 48.3 % reported
they knew him moderately well. Although 18.1 % of the women in this sample stated
that they had, sometime in their past, been in either a physically or verbally abusive
relationship, none were currently in such a relationship. Almost half of the women
(48.3%) indicated they were single without a significant other, 51.7 % said they had been
sexually monogamous during the past year, while 31.7% reported no sexual partners
over the past year. A more detailed account of these data is provided on Table 13.

DescriptionjiQV-Qiii£n.Ileportin&_V.er.bal.,SvXual.CQerciQiL Subjects (n=60) had a
mean age of 20.0 (range 18 to 31). Many of the women reported that their biological
parents were still married (62%). Half of the women indicated that they were single and

83

Table 13.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Noncoerced, Verbally Coerced, & Physically Coerced
Women (N=180)
Item
1. Academic Year
first year
second year
third year
fourth year
other
3. Home town population
less than 1000
1000 to 10,00
10,000 to 25,000
25,000 to 50,000
50,000 to 100,000
100,000-500,000
over 500,000
4. Religion
Member of organized
religious group
5. Marital Status
single
significant other
married
divorced
6. Sexual Behavior History (past year)
number of sexual partners
none
one
two to four
greater than four
7. Abuse History
ever experienced an emotionally
or physically abusive relationship
currently experiencing emotionally
or physically abusive relationship

NonCoerced

Verbally
Coerced

Physically
Coerced

38%
33 %
17%
12%
00%

47%
28 %
15%
07%
03 %

32%
37%
15 %
15 %
02%

28%
32%
12%
07%
15 %
03%
03 %

17%
30%
17%
07%
25 %
02%
03 %

25 %
22%
12%
07%
25 %
05%
03 %

93 %

87%

80%

48%
33%
05 %
13 %

50%
37%
07 %
07%

44%
27%
12%
14%

32%
52%
17%
00%

12%
50%
33 %
05 %

19%
52%
29%
00%

18%

35%

52%

00%

02%

08%
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did not have a significant other, while 37 % reported that they were single with a
significant other not living with them. In response to a question addressing dating
frequency, 71 % reported dating more than once or twice a month. When asked about
how well they typically knew a man before they started dating him, 31.0% of the women
stated they hardly knew anything about him, while 48.0 % reported knowing him
moderately well. Although 35 % of these women reported that they had, sometime in
their past, been in either a physically or verbally abusive relationship, only 2.0% were
currently in such a relationship. Half of the women said they had been sexually
monogamous during the past year, with 33.0 % having between two and four sexual
partners over the past year. A more detailed account of these data can be found in Table
13.
Description, of Women Reporting Physical Sexual Coercion. Subjects (n=60) had
a mean age of 21.65 (range 18 to 47). Two-thirds of the women stated that their
biological parents were still married. Slightly less than half (44.2%) of these women
indicated that they were single and did not have a significant other, while 46.5 % reported
that they were single with a significant other not living with them. Many (83.4%) of the
women stated that they dated more than one to two times a month, with 28.6 % dating
more than once a week. When asked how well they typically knew a man before they
started dating him, 28.6% of the women stated they hardly knew anything about him,
while 54.8 % reported they knew him moderately well. Although 58.1% of these
women stated that they had, sometime in their past, been in either a physically or verbally
abusive relationship, only 4.7% were currently in such a relationship. Slightly less than
half (44.2 %) of the women said they had been sexually monogamous during the past
year, with 37.2 % having between two and four sexual partners over the past year (see
Table 13 for a more detailed account).
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Differences between Non-Coerced, Verbally CoercetLand-Ehysically Coerced Women
There were several one-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) and chi-square
analyses conducted to determine whether there were significant differences between the
responses of the three subject groups to questions on the Background Informational
Questionnaire. Overall, the three groups were very similar with only a few significant
differences between them. ANOVAs were conducted on data represented ordinally (e.g.,
age, size of home town, etc.), none of which were significant. Chi-sqaare analyses were
conducted on data represented nominally, such as marital and class status, four of these
were significant. The three groups differed significantly with respect to the marital status
of their biological parents X^(4, N=180) = 11.26, p < .05]. While over half of all three
groups reported that their biological parents were married, significantly more of the
noncoerced group of women reported this than the verbally coerced group [X^(2,
n=120)=10.92, p<.01]. All other differences found among these three groups concerned
their responses to questions pertaining to their experiences with relationships. A
significant difference was found between the groups pertaining to their experience with
past physical and emotional abuse [X^(2, n=T80)=14.49, p<.0001]. The physically
coerced group [X^(I, n=120) = 14.50, p < .0001] and the verbally coerced group [X^(l,
n - 120) = 4.26, p < .05] were both significantly different than the noncoerced group,
however the two coerced groups were not significantly different from each other. In
response to a question regarding whether or not the women were currently in a physically
or emotionally abusive relationship [X^(2, N=180) = 7.39, p < .05], the physically
coerced group of women were significantly more likely to be in such a relationship than
were the noncoerced women [X^(l, M=120) = 5.31, p < .05]. Finally, the women
significantly differed with regard to the number of sexual partners they had in the past
year [X^(6, N=180) = 15.36, p < .05], with the women in the verbally coerced group
reporting more partners than the noncoerced women [X^(3, n=120) = 11.88, p < .01].
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Sexual Experiences Survey (SES)
Given the study's criteria, group differences on the SES were quite predictable.
However, it is important to note that the two coerced groups were not homogenous. For
example, at least 10% of the women in the physically coerced group endorsed each
specific item on the SES, with the highest percentage (85%) sharing the experience of
forced petting or kissing. Frequencies of the women's responses to the Sexual
Experience Survey are provided in Table 14.

Table 14.
Descriptive Statistical Analysis: Sexual Experiences Survey (N=180)
Percentage of participants
vho indicated "YES"
NonCoerced

Verbally
Coerced

Physically
Coerced

1. Percentage of women who experienced
consensual sexual intercourse.

60.0%

96.8 %

85 %

2. Percentage of women who experienced
a man misinterpreting the level of
sexuality she desired.

21.7%

73.3%

86.7%

3. Percentage of women who endorsed
being in a situation where a man
became so sexually aroused that
she felt it was useless to stop
him even though she did not
want to have intercourse.

0.0%

68.3 %

43.3 %

4. Percentage of women who had sexual
intercourse with a man even though
they didn't really want to because
the male threatened to end the
relationship otherwise.
0.0%

8.3%

10.0%
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Table 14 (continued).

5. Percentage of women who had intercourse
with a man when they did not want
to because they felt pressured by
continual arguments.
0.0%
6. Percentage of women who found out
that a man had obtained sexual
intercourse with her by saying
things he did not really mean.

33.3%

28.3 %

45.0%

36.7%

7. Percentage of women physically forced
to engage in kissing or petting when
0.0 %
they didn't want to.

0 .0 %

85.0 %

8. Percentage of women physically forced
into sexual activity when sexual
intercourse did not occur.

0.0 %

0 .0%

58.3 %

9. Percentage of women physically forced
to try to get them to have sexual
intercourse against their will when
sexual intercourse did not occur.

0.0 %

0 .0%

45.0 %

10. Percentage of women who engaged
in sexual intercourse against their
will due to a threat of physical force. 0.0 %

0.0%

13.3 %

0.0%

11. Percentage of women who had sexual
intercourse with a man against their
will due to his use of some degree
of physical force.
0.0 %

0.0%

12. Percentage of women who had been in
a situation where a man obtained
sexual acts with them such as anal
or oral intercourse when they didn't
want to by using threats or physical
force.
0.0 %
0.0%
13. Percentage of women who reported
______history of rape.___________________ QJ)%________ 33..%.

36.7 %

28.3 %
26.1.%

Two analyses were performed on the data, the first involved a three-way, factorial,
MANOVA, which served as a manipulation check for the two factors manipulativeness
and relationship. The second was a three way, factorial ANOVA conducted to determine
the effect of experience with sexual coercion on women's perceptions of coerciveness in
the narratives. For both analyses, the grouping factor of subject group (verbal coercion,
physical coercion, no coercion) was examined along with the independent variables
manipulated in this experiment (manipulativeness, relationship).
For the first analysis, the dependent variables were participants' ratings of the
degree of manipulativeness and the degree of relationship in the narratives (i.e., 1= not
present, 10 = very prominent), as represented by the first two questions in the Narrative
Follow-up Questionnaire. A 3 (subject group) x 2 ( Relationship level) x 2
(Manipulativeness level), between-subject MANOVA was performed to analyze the two
dependent variables.
SPSS MANOVA was used for this analysis of 180 cases, with no cases missing.
There were no univariate or multivariate outliers at alpha = .001. Results of evaluation of
assumptions of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, linearity, and
multicollinearity were satisfactory. Tests of assumption of normality showed some
violation due to greater skewness and kurtosis than desired with the sampling
distributions for the dependent variables in at least three of the twelve cells (see Table
15). With the use of Wilks' criterion, the combined DVs were significantly affected by
subject group [E(4, 334) = 2.57, p<.05], relationship level [E(2, 167) = 17.87, p<.0001] ,
and manipulativeness level [E(2, 167) = 25.69, p<.0001], but not by their overall
interaction [E(2, 168) = .52, p>.05]. However, there was a two-way interaction effect
that was significant, relationship level by manipulativeness level [E(2, 167) = 4.29,
p<.05].
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Table 15.

Descriptive Statistics Of Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire

Narrative 1:
Relationship (High)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (High)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 2:
Relationship (High)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness
Narrative 3:
Relationship (Low)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness
Manipulativeness (High)
Mean, (SD)
Kurtosis, Skewness

Set 2A (pilot study)

Experiment 3

4.88 (1.23)
-.89, .30

3.78 (1.79)
1.16,-.40

8.84(1.01)
-.68, -.64

8.23 (1.08)
1.11,-.59

6.56 (1.76)
.42, -.37

4.96(1.76)
.8,-.56

5.90(1.25)
.20, .31

6.16(1.81)
1.11,-.59

2.97 (0.93)
1.59, 1.28

2.41 (1.32)
3.49, 1.03

8.80 (1.17)
1.24,-1.7

7.69 (1.25)
-.438, -.04

Narrative 4:
Relationship (Low)
Mean, (SD)
5.59 (1.46)
Kurtosis, Skewness -1.33,-.45
Manipulativeness (Low)
Mean, (SD)
5.47(1.61)
____________ Kurtosis, Skewness__ 2,19. -1.35

3.46 (1.78)
1.46, .85
6.97(1.71)
- . 10.

=A1

To investigate the impact of each main effect on the individual DVs, univariate
analyses were performed on the two variables. First, for the main effect of relationship
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level, the dependent measure of relationship significantly contributed to this difference
[E(2, 168) = 35.87, pc.0001]. Second, the main effect of manipulativeness level was
significantly contributed to by both dependent variables, relationship [E(l, 168) = 21.67,
p<.0001] and manipulativess [E(l, 168) = 25.69, p<.0001]. Third, the main effect of
subject group was uniquely contributed to by the relationship dependent variable [E(2,
168) = 4.49, p<.05]. A Tukey HSD procedure revealed that participants in the
noncoerced group (M= 4.10, SD=1.88) rated the couple's intimacy significantly higher
than the verbally coerced group (M=3.60, £0=1.79) and the physically coerced group
(M=3.22, £0=1.93). Last, the interaction between relationship level and
manipulativeness level was examined. A unique contribution in producing this difference
was made by the manipulativeness dependent measure [E (1, 168) = 8.60, p<.01)].
Significant simple effects accounting for this difference included manipulativeness level
within a high level of relationship [E(l, 177) = 39.89, p<.0001)], manipulativeness level
within a low level cf relationship [E (1, 177) = 4.58, p<.05)], and relationship level within
a low level of manipulativeness [E (1, 177) = 4.50, p<.05)] (see Figure A). These
analyses indicated that the intended manipulation of relationship and manipulativeness
was detected by the participants. In addition, when looking at the effect of manipulation,
the two variables were not orthogonal, for when judging how manipulative the man was
in the narrative, the women's responses depended on both the relationship and
manipulativeness factors. Specifically, the differences occurred when the factor
manipulativeness was embedded within the relationship variable (regardless of the level)
and when relationship was embedded within a low level of manipulativess.
For the second analysis, the dependent variable was the subjects' perception of the
degree of coerciveness in the situation (i.e., 1= not present, 10 = very prominent), as
depicted by several questions in the Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire. There were three
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Table 16.

Assumptions of Normality Testing: Descriptive statistics of cells
Mean (SD)

Kurtosis

Skewness

Cell One: Noncoerced x R(H), M(H)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

4.57(1.41)
8.30 (.82

-.70
-.53

.054
-.33

Cell Two: Noncoerced x R(H), M(L)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

5.65 (1.59)
5.75 (2.25)

-.361
1.15

-.219
-.60

Cell Three: Noncoerced x R(L), M(H)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

2.32(1.18)
7.81 (1.12)

-.71
.86

-.49
-.67

Cell Four: Noncoerced x R(L), M(L)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

3.88 (1.66)
6.74 (1.68)

-1.23
.36

.12
-.885

Cell Five: Verbally coerced x R(H), M(H)
3.89 (2.25)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness
8.24(1.25)

1.82
-.899

.97
-.54

Cell Six: Verbally Coerced x R(H), M(L)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

4.56(1.53)
6.03 (1.31)

2.41
.08

.997
-.65

Cell Seven: Verbally Coerced x R(L), M(FT!l
NFQ1: Relationship
2.73 (.93)
NFQ2: Manipulativeness
7.35 (1.35)

1.53
.076

.647
.311

Cell Eight: Verbally Coerced x R(L), M(L)
NFQ1: Relationship
3.02 (1.43)
NFQ2: Manipulativeness
7.03 (1.47)

-.88
-.38

-.063
-.53

Cell Nine: Physically coerced x R(PI), M(H)
NFQ1: Relationship
2.9(1.26)
NFQ2: Manipulativeness
8.17(1.19

.5
-.80

.589
-.21
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Table 16 Continued.

Cell Ten: Physically coerced x R(H), M(L)
4.63 (1.96)
NFQ1: Relationship
6.93 (1.82)
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

1.24
-.84

-1.56
-.23

Cell Eleven: Physically coerced x R(L), M(H)
1.86 (1.05)
NFQ1: Relationship
7.79(1.24)
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

.331
-.71

.21
.27

Cell Twelve: Noncoerced x R(L), M(L)
NFQ1: Relationship
NFQ2: Manipulativeness

2.96
-.31

1.42
-.27

3.48 (2.2)
7.14(2.03)

questions on the NFQ that asked about "coerciveness'', these were combined by getting
an average of the three measures to form the new dependent variable. A 3 (subject group)
x 2 (relationship level) x 2 (manipulativeness level) factorial ANOVA was performed to
analyze this dependent variable. The ANOVA revealed that there was no significant
subject group effect, however there were main effects for both manipulativeness level
[E(l, 168) = 39.07, p<.0001] and relationship level [E(l, 168) = 4.08, p<.0001]. Mean
comparisons demonstrated that participants rated coercion higher when the
manipulativeness level was high (M=7.05, SD=5.74) rather than low (M=5.74, SD=1.47)
as had been predicted. However, they also rated coercion higher when the relationship
level was high (M=6.61, SD=1.46) rather than low (M=6.18, SD=1.62), which was
contrary to predicted. This indicated that the two factors found to be relevant to
"coerciveness" in Experiment One, were similarly found to be related to coerciveness by
the participants in this Experiment. As expected, the participants' ratings of coerciveness
were higher in the manipulativeness high level condition, surprisingly though, they also
rated "coerciveness" in the narrative as higher when the relationship level was higher.
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However, ratings of coerciveness did not change with participants' experiences with
sexual coercion as had been predicted.
Discussion
The purpose of this experiment was to determine whether women reporting they
had been verbally coerced, physically coerced, or not coerced into sexual intercourse
differ in their perceptions and ratings of possibly coercive sexual situations. These results
are first discussed with regard to specific limitations of this study, followed by a brief
discussion of the demographics of the participants of this experiment and ^">dings
regarding the Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire.
Limitations of Experiment Three.
The primary limitation of the study concerns the extent to which its results can be
generalized. Although the MANOVA analysis checking to see if the manipulation of the
two factors worked was significant, there was a possibL modest violation of the
assumption of normality of the distribution in approximately one-fourth of the cells.
However, it appears this may have resulted from a skewed distribution and not outliers,
and therefore, the analysis is robust to these violations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).
A second limitation is associated with the difficulty encountered in creating the
levels of manipulativeness and intimacy in Experiment Two. Similar to what was noted
in Experiment Two, the participants' ratings of the levels of each factor in this study
changed according to the level of the other factor. This suggests that the two variables
were not entirely independent from each other. Perhaps a "higher order" variable (e.g.,
trustworthiness) might underlie the covariation between relationship and
manipulativeness and, if measured directly, might account for more variance in
perceptions of coerciveness than the manipulation or intimacy factors. Indeed, further
refinement of these variables is recommended for further clarification of their
contribution to women's perceptions of coercive sexual experiences.
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Finally, although there were 21 questions in this questionnaire, only 17 were used
in this study. This was due to an error in administering the questionnaires in session two
of this study (i.,e., the last page was not included in the administration). The information
that was unintentionally disregarded had the original purpose of seeing if women were
having similar aversive sexual experiences and labeling them differently. Although this
question merits investigation, the present study would not have provided an unequivocal
answer to the question because of problems with its design. In this study, approximately
one third of the women in the not coerced group reported never having a sexual
experience of any kind, whereas by definition, all of the women in the two coerced
groups had had sexual intercourse. The question of whether women reporting coercive
sexual experiences (particularly verbal coercion) were experiencing similar events but
labeling them differently needs to be addresstd by controlling for the person's general
level or amount of sexual activity.
Demographics of Participants
Overall, the three groups of women were very similar with only a few significant
differences between them. Similar to the women in the first two experiments, the
noncoerced women reported that their parents were still married more often than did the
women in the other two groups. This difference was discussed in Experiment One so it
will not be further discussed here. All other differences found between these three groups
concerned their responses to questions pertaining to their experiences with relationships,
including significant differences found between the coerced groups and the noncoerced
group with respect to past and current experience with physical and emotional abuse.
This finding itself is not particularly surprising due to the fact that most aversive sexual
experiences occur within the context of a dating relationship (Koss, 1992; Meyer, 1984,
& Kanin, 1984, 1985). In addition, the women significantly differed in the number of
sexual partners they had in the past year, with the verbally coerced women reporting
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significantly more partners than the noncoerced women. These results also mirrored
those in Experiment One, so the reader is referred to that discussion (see page 55).
Sexual Experiences Survey
There were some difficulties encountered with the use of the SES in this
experiment, suggesting some limitations regarding its use. Although the noncoerced and
verbally coerced groups were distinct groups of participants, the physically coerced group
was not. In addition to women who endorsed physically coercive experiences, this group
also included women with verbally coercive experiences. They were included due to the
fact that the number of women endorsing physically coercive experiences in the absence
of verbal coercion was very small (n=26). With so many members of this group having
experienced verbal coercion in addition to the physical, one may wonder if the
experiences of the two coerced groups were significantly different. These women were
not excluded in this study because of a previous finding that verbally coerced women
behaved differently than women who were physically coerced (with and without verbal
coercion) during a social interaction with a male stranger (Caraway et.al., 1996). This
study suggested that the addition of physical coercion to verbal coercion may be
traumatic enough to lead to differences between the two groups of coerced women. On
the other hand, the present study's findings tend to contradict this suggestion and
illustrates the need for more study in this area.
Another difficulty encountered with the use of this instrument concerns the
reliability of this measure. Over one-third of the women (37 %) who participated in this
experiment, changed their responses enough between the two assessments to warrant a
change in group classification. This finding would not be alarming or illogical if the
inconsistencies reflected events occurring between the first and second assessments.
Unfortunately, this was not the case for most of the women who had inconsistent
responses (67%) across the two administrations. The source of this inconsistency is
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puzzling. Which administration, if either, was correct for these women as a group? Or,
was the inconsistency due to individual factors? Was there something about the
procedure of the administration that led to the inconsistency, or was it more a problem
with the SES? This lack of reliability may simply highlight the complexity and the
controversy surrounding the study of sexual coercion.
Narrative Follow-Up Questionnaire
Despite the concern (noted in the previous experiment) that the narratives were
not sufficiently different from each other, the results of the MANOVA analyses indicated
that the participants did differentiate the narratives according to how manipulative the
man was and how intimate the man's and woman's relationship was. This showed that the
original goal of creating narratives to reflect differences within each of these factors was
accomplished. Not surprisingly, the participants' ratings of the coerciveness in the
narratives were higher when the perceived manipulativeness was higher. However, it was
also predicted that the women's "coerciveness" ratings of the narratives would be higher
when the relationship between the man and woman in the narrative was low, which was
not the case. Although significantly different, the mean differences between the women's
ratings of the two levels of relationship (high and low) was relatively small. The women
in Experiment One identified that the more intimate their relationship with the men they
described, the less likely they were to label his behaviors as coercive. However, the
women in this study disagreed. A possible explanation for this may be that these women
believed that the more intimate the relationship between the man and woman in the
narratives, the "nicer" he should treat her. Further study in this area is needed.
Although it makes sense that women's past experience with sexual coercion may
affect their subsequent perception of such incidents, the findings in this study do not
support such an argument. In retrospect however, this may not be that surprising
considering the insidious nature of a type of sexual coercion that generally takes place in
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the absence of weapons or physical force, and that the phenomenon of verbal coercion
itself has received so little attention that we know virtually nothing about what women
consider verbally coercive. In the present study, women's perceptions of what constitutes
verbal coercion in a very specific incident were examined and it was found that women's
perceptions did not differ with their personal experiences with sexual coercion.
Explanations stemming from the study's design are discussed above, whereas others
related to conceptual validity of the term "coercion" and investigation of this via rating
perceptions of narratives follow.
With the controversy over the meaning of the term "verbal coercion" apparently
confined to research arenas (Muehlenhard & Schrag, 1990; Koss et al., 1987), it would
not be surprising if college students may not be familiar with such a distinction.
Although the women in this study were classified according to their experience with
"coercion", the women themselves did not ever state that they were "coerced." Instead,
the women endorsed specific behavioral experiences on the SES describing their sexual
history, none of which used the term "coercion." Thus, it may be possible that regardless
of the situation described, that the women would rate them similarly coercive, based upon
their lack of understanding of this concept. In addition, one must be careful at drawing
conclusions suggesting that women's experience with sexual coercion does not affect
their perception of possible aversive sexual experiences as was exemplified in this study.
The reader is reminded that the "narratives" used in this experiment consisted of a
hypothetical situation involving possible sexual coercion toward another woman, perhaps
highly different than the participants would perceive "real life" experiences directed
towards themselves or people they know. This study highlights the complexity involving
women's perceptions of this controversial issue and the need for further study in this area.
Although the women in the three subject groups also did not differ in their ratings
of the degree of manipulativeness in the narratives, they did differ in their ratings of the
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intimacy of the relationship. In this case, with the noncoerced group rating the level of
intimacy between the couple as significantly higher than the two coerced groups. It is
possible that the noncoerced group, having been less likely to have ever been involved in
a sexual relationship, may have been more naive in their judgment of how "close" the
couple described in the narrative was than the two coerced groups. Also, dissimilar to the
other two groups in the sense of not ever experiencing sexual coercion, the coerciveness
present in the narratives may not have affected the noncoerced women's judgment of
how close the couple was as much as for women in the other two groups who were likely
more able to relate to the incident. Clearly, more study in this area is merited tc attempt
to further address these interesting issues.

CHAPTER V
GENERAL DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to identify and examine factors of verbal coercion,
particularly to investigate women's definitions of verbally coercive behaviors, their
judgments concerning such behaviors, and how these may relate to their experiences with
sexual coercion. Three related experiments were conducted to meet these goals. First,
two important factors, a male's manipulativeness and the intimacy of the male/female
relationship, were identified in verbally coercive situations. A particular verbally
coercive situation was then developed in the form of narratives to reflect high and low
levels of male manipulativeness and relationship intimacy. The narratives were pretested
via two pilot studies, and despite particular attention paid to whether the scenarios
adequately conveyed the differing levels of the two factors, the high and low levels of
each factor were not as discrepant as desired. Finally, women's perceptions of the
narratives were examined to see if their past experience with sexual coercion (verbal,
physical, and neither) affected their perceptions and ratings of possibly coercive sexual
situations. The results of this experiment suggested that the women's different
experiences with sexual coercion (i.e., noncoerced, verbally coerced, physically coerced)
did not affect their ratings of the narratives. In addition, repeated samples of
demographical information of women with and without a history of sexual coercion were
collected. Collectively, these three experiments provided information regarding verbal
coercion that both enriches and adds to that found in the trauma literature.
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Limitations and Conclusions
The implications we draw from this study's results must be made cautiously
because of limitations inherent in the subject sample and design. The sample, being
comprised of undergraduates at the University of North Dakota, clearly limits the extent
to which results can be confidently generalized to broader (e.g., non-Midwest, noncollegiate, older) samples of victims of sexual aggression. In addition, there are limits to
the generalizeability of this study's results because of its design. Although we might
generate some hypotheses about factors involved with verbal coercion from the results of
this study, one must keep in mind the subjective nature involved with the identification of
these factors and the development of the narratives and how this may have affected the
collective outcome. Therefore, one must be careful at drawing conclusions suggesting
that the two factors identified in Experiment One of this study, male manipulativeness
and relationship intimacy, are important and relevent in perceptions of whether particular
incidents may or may not consti'ute verbal sexual coercion. Although this was
investigated in Experiment Three of this study, the reader is reminded that the
"narratives" used in this experiment consisted of a hypothetical situation involving
possible sexual coercion toward another woman, perhaps highly different than the
participants would perceive "real life" experiences directed towards themselves or people
they know. Clearly this study highlights the complexity involving women's perceptions
of this controversial issue and ihe need for further study in this area.
Past studies have done little to define what constitutes a verbally coercive
experience for women. Verbal coercion has been reported in the literature to include such
tactics on the part of the aggressor as continual arguments or manipulation through
emotional, economic, psychological, or status means. For purposes of this study, verbal
coercion was defined by use of three items on Koss's (1982) Sexual Experiences Survey.
These questions included, "have you had sexual intercourse with a man even though you

101
didn't really want to because he threatened to end the relationship otherwise?," "have you
had sexual intercourse with a man when you didn't really want to because you felt
pressured by his continual arguments?", and "have you found out that a man had obtained
sexual intercourse with you by saying things he didn't really mean?" Although this
instrument has been used widely in sexual trauma research, several problems surrounding
the reliability of this instrument were raised in this study (particularly Experiment Three).
The extent to which the use of this scale to screen participants in this study limited the
variability in the experiences described in Experiment One and the range of perceptions
regarding the narratives in the subsequent experiments is not known.
Demogf ati-iiics-of Participants
Repeated samples of demographical information gathered in all the three
experiments revealed some noteworthy consistent findings. Overall, the women across
the three experiments were overwhelmingly young (approximately 20 years old), from
smaller towns (population less than 25,000), members of organized religious groups, and
single. Differences found between the demographics of the groups of women in each
study remained fairly constant across the three experiments. For example, the
noncoerced women consistently reported that their parents were still married more often
than did the women in the other two groups. As mentioned in Experiment One, long
term effects of parent's divorce on adult children's susceptibility to sexual coercion have
not been specifically investigated (Hetherington, Cox & Cox, 1986). However, in one
study (Billingham, Gilbert, 1990), it was found that participants from divorced families
were no more likely to report experiencing violence in their current relationship than
those from familial intact relationships. The results of the present study seemingly
contradict this finding, with a higher percentage in the coerced groups reporting that their
parents were no longer married. This relationship, found consistently across the three
experiments, suggests a need for a more refined investigation regarding this phenomenon.
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All other differences found between these three groups across the three
experiments concerned their responses to questions pertaining to their experiences with
relationships, particularly with respec. to past and current experience with physical and
emotional abuse. This finding itself is not particularly surprising, since most aversive
sexual experiences occur within the context of a dating relationship (Koss, 1992; Meyer,
1984, & Kanin. 1984, 1985). In addition, across all three experiments, the women in the
three subject groups consistently differed in the number of sexual partners they had in the
past year, with the verbally coerced women reporting more partners than the noncoerced
women. Although a few studies have found relationships between a woman's sexual
his*'' .<y (age of first sexual experience, frequency of sexual activity) and sexual coercion
(Koss, 1985; Mynatt & Allgeier, 1990), none have explicitly examined the relationship
between number of sexual partners, level of shared intimacy in current relationships, and
sexual coercion. Because these relationships were not the primary focus of the present
study, replication and further methodological refinement are needed before attempting to
interpret these findings.
Verbal Coercion; A Summary
Despite research indicating that coercion in the absence of physical force may be
the most common type of sexual coercion (Koss et al., 1987), research addressing the
factors associated with verbally coercive sexual incidents has been a relatively neglected
area in the empirical literature. Factors that may be related to verbal coercion have been
identified retrospectively, however none have been investigated empirically. The present
study, which identified common factors present in verbally coercive situations, may be
the first to empirically test factors as to how they may affect women's perceptions of a
possibly coercive sexual incident.
After examining women's accounts of a verbally coercive incident, two factors
were identified that seemed to be both prevalent and relevant to their accounts, these
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included male manipulativeness and relationship intimacy. Although these were two
"common" factors identified in Experiment One, there were concerns in the two
subsequent experiments regarding the apparent dependence between these factors. As
explained in Experiment Three, the two may be related by a higher order variable(s) not
identified in this study. Perhaps further examination of the descriptions collected in the
first experiment may help to provide some insight into the overlap of the two factors
identified. Nonetheless, even without further refinement, both the male manipulativeness
and the relationship intimacy factors were identifiable to the participants in the narratives
across the experiments.
Another interesting finding in this study was that the women's perceptions of
coerciveness in the narratives were seemingly unaffected by their own history of sexual
coercion. This may not be surprising when couching these results in the context of a very
limited empirical knowledge base of women's perceptions of what behaviors constitute a
designation of "verbal coercion." Particularly fascinating was the breadth of information
regarding what constitutes a coercive situation for the women who "told their stories" in
Experiment One. In addition, it is not clear that the participants themselves are familiar
with the term "coercion" and their ratings may have simply reflected their inability to
understand this concept.
A procedural difficulty encountered in this study suggests that the distinction between
verbal coercion and physical coercion is a fragile one. Despite the original goal of
constructing narratives to depict a verbally coercive incident in the absence of physical
coercion (i.e., references regarding physical force were excluded (restraining her, twisting
her arm, etc.)), the women rated the narratives as containing the same degree of physical
coercion as verbal coercion. The participants' lack of differentiating verbal coercion and
physical coercion in the narratives in this study suggests one of two possible
explanations. One, that there is a difference between the two concepts, however the
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narratives were designed in such a fashion that they failed to depict this difference. Or, it
is possible that the distinction between verbal and physical coercion does not exist in the
"real world" interactions of men and women.

APPENDIX

Appendix A
SES
This survey asks about your experience with sexual intercourse and coercion. Please
respond to each question by checking "yes" or "no" where specified under each question.
If your answer to a question is yes, please indicated the approximate date(s) of the
incident.
1. Had sexual intercourse with a man when you both wanted to?
a. Y es_______
b. No ’

2. Had a man misinterpret the level of sexual intimacy you desired?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):

3. Been in a situation where a man became so sexually aroused that you felt it was
useless
to stop him even though you did not want to have sexual intercourse?
a. Y es_______ *
b. N o _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):

4. Had sexual intercourse with a man even though you didn't really want to because he
threatened to end the relationship otherwise?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):
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5. Had sexual intercourse with a man when you didn't really want to because you felt
pressured by his continual arguments?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):
6. Found out that a man had obtained sexual intercourse with you by saying things he
didn't really mean?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):
7. Been in a situation where a man used some degree of physical force (twisting your
arm, holding you down, etc.) to try to make you engage in kissing or petting when
you didn't want to?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):
8. Been in a situation where a man used some degree of physical force (twisting your
arm, holding you down, etc.) if you didn't cooperate, but for var ious reasons
sexual intercourse did not occur?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):

9. Been in a situation where a man used some degree of physical force (twisting your
arm, holding you down, etc.) to try to get you to have sexual intercourse with him
when you didn't want to, but for various reasons, sexual intercourse did not occur?
a. Y es_______ *
b. N o _______
*if yes, please give approximate date(s):
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10. Had sexual intercourse with a man when you didn't want to because he threatened to
use physical force (twisting your arm, holding you down, etc.) if you didn't
cooperate?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
♦if yes, please give approximate date(s):

11. Had sexual intercourse with a man when you didn't want to because he used some
degree of physical force (twisting your arm, holding you down, etc.) ?
a. Y es_______ *
b. N o _______
♦if yes, please give approximate date(s):

12. Been in a situation where a man obtained sexual acts with you such as anal or oral
intercourse when you didn't want to by using threats or physical force (twisting
your arm, holding you down, etc.)?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No _______
♦if yes, please give approximate date(s):

13. Have you ever been raped?
a. Y es_______ *
b. No "
♦if yes, please give approximate date(s):

Appendix B
Background Information Questionnaire
Please answer each of the following questions. Please check only one answer unless
otherwise indicated by the question.
1. Your age: _________
2. Your gender: _________
3. Which of the following best describes your racial background?
_ a . African-American
__b. Asian or Pacific Islander
_ c . Caucasian
__d. Latino
_ e . Native-American
_ f. Other (please describe):____________________________
4. Which is your current class ranking? (check only one)
_ a . First year student
__b. Sophomore
_ c . Junior
__d. Senior
_ e . Other (please specify):______________________________
5. What is your current m ajo r?__________________________________
6. Please circle the highest educational level (grade) your father completed:
1 2 3
4 5
6 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 14 15 16
____ MS (or equivalent of two years post-graduate)
____ LAW
____ PhD/MD (or equivalent four or five years post-graduate)
7. Please circle the highest educational level (grade) your mother completed:
1 2 3
4 5
6 7 8 9 10
11 1213 14 15 16
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____MS (or equivalent of two years post-graduate)
____LAW
____ PhD/MD (or equivalent four or five years post-graduate)
8. Please list your father's main occupation(s): 1._________________
2. ________________
3. ______________________
9. If your father is self-employed, describe his business (e.g., dairy farmer, car dealer):

10. Please list your mother's main occupation(s): 1._________________
2. ________________
3 . _______________________
11. If your mother is self-employed, describe his business (e.g., dairy farmer, car dealer):

12. What is
_a.
__b.
__c.
__d.
__e.
_ f.
_g-

the approximate population of your hometown?
less than 1000 people
1000 to 10,000
10.000 to 25,000
25.000 to 50,000
50.000 to 100,000
100.000 to 500,000
500.000 or above

13. What is the marital status of your biological parents?
__a. married and living together
separated
____ b .
_c. divorced
__d. one parent deceased
e. other (please specify): _________________
14. Are you a member of a church or synagogue?
_ a . Yes
b. No
15. If religious, what religion are you? ____
16. What is your level of church attendance?
__a. More thar, once a week
__b. Weekly
c. One to three times a month

Ill
_ d . Less than once a month
_ e . Only attend on holidays
_ f. Never attend
17. How often do you pray?
_ a . More than once a week
__b. Weekly
_ c . One to three times a month
_ d . Less than once a month
_ e . Never
18. Please indicate your marital status:
__a. Single
_ b . Single with a significant other not living with you
_ c . Single with live-in relationship (cohabitation)
__d. Married
_e. Separated
__f. Divorced
_g. Widowed
19. If you checked a,b, or c in question 19, please indicate the level of sexual intimacy
between you and your partner.
_ a . "Just friends", no sexual intimacy
_ b. moderate or restricted amount of sexual intimacy (perhaps due to new
relationships, or moral or religious convictions of one or both partners)
_ c . a high degree of sexual intimacy (sexual intercourse)
20. How often do you date?
_a. never
__b. once or twice a year
_ c . once or twice a month
_ d . once or twice a week
_e. more than twice a week
21. Usually when you date someone, how well do you know them (if you are currently in
a relationship, how well did you know this person before you started dating?)
__a. I do not know them at all—blind date scenario
_ b . I've only met them a few times
__c. Usually acquaintances through work or school (may see a lot of them but
not in private)
_ d . I know them well (friend)
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22. Have you ever been in a physically or emotionally abusive relationship?
__a. Yes
__b. No
23. Are you at this time involved in a physically or emotionally abusive relationship?
_ a . Yes
__b. No
24. How many sexual partners have you had in the past year?
__a. None
__b. One
_c. Two-four
d. More than four

APPENDIX C
Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale
(Part I)

The following questions ask about your experience with items on the questionnaire (SES)
you just answered.
If you answered "YES" to question 4,5, or 6. on the SES, please describe that event in the
questions that follow. If you answered "YES" to more than just one of these items, or if
more than one event occurred for a certain item, please choose the one event that is most
salient in your memory to describe in the questions that follow.
If you answered "NO" to question 4. 5. and 6. on the SES, please identify a question you
answered "yes" to and describe that event in the questions that follow. If you answered
"YES" to more than just one of the other items, or if more than one event occurred for a
certain item, please choose the one event that is most salient in your memory to describe
in the questions that follow.
In order to best help us understand what happened, we ask that you first bring this event
to mind, and then describe this event according to the questions below. Please be very
detailed with your responses, consistent with your comfort level. We ask that you refrain
from describing experiences that may have occurred during childhood where the male
was significantly older than you (an adult), or where the male was a family member
(father, cousin, brother, etc.).
Please indicate the question number(s) on the SES associated with the one event you are
going to describe below: ___________________ (Again, if you answered "YES" to
questions 4, 5, or 6, it is important that you describe an event that pertains to one of these
items.)
There are two separate parts to this questionnaire, the first, includes questions 1-4. When
you have finished these, please turn them in to the research assistant, and get the second
part.
If you have any questions about these instructions please see a research assistant before
going any further!!! THANKS!!
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1. When did this situation occur? Year:_____ Month:

2. Prior to the day of this situation, what information did you have about the male? In
other words, what did you know about him?
(please feel free to use as much space as needed for your response)

Please turn the page
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3. On the day this situation happened, please describe in detail what happened (i.e., what
led up to the event, what happened during, and immediately following).
(please feel free Lo use as much space as needed for your response)

Please turn the page
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4. Please tell us any information regarding this situation after it happened (days, weeks,
months, years) (i.e., What kind of interaction did you have with the man? How did it
effect you, him, your relationship?)
(please feel free to use as much space as needed for your response)*

*reminder-please remember that there is another part of this questionnaire to fill out when
finished with this part!! Please turn this in and get the new one from the research
assistant when finished with these! Thanks!!

APPENDIX D
Factors Associated with Verbal Coercion Scale
(Part II)
The following questions may be ones that you already answered in your account
described in part one of this study. Please, in order to help us understand the
phenomenon of sexual coercion, please take the time to repeat or add any information
asked for in the following questions. Again, this is dependent upon your level of comfort.
We appreciate your efforts to respond carefully and thoughtfully.
1. When did you first meet the male described in Part One?
Month: _______
Year:
2. Before this incident, how would you have described him?
(if you need more space to describe, please use the back of this paper)

3. How would you describe him now?
(if you need more space to describe, feel free to use the back of this paper)

4. How invested were you in this relationship prior to this event?
0
not at all

1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

8

9

10
extremely
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5. At what time of the day did the event you described occur?
________a. 12 Midnight-4 AM
_______ b. 4 A M -8 AM
_______ c. 8 A M -12 Noon
_______ d. 12 N oon-4 PM
_______ e. 4 PM- 8 PM
_______ f. 8 PM - 12 Midnight
6. Please describe where this situation took place?
(if you need more space to describe, please use the back of this paper)

7. How much did he have to drink immediately before this situation took place?
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
none at all
annebriated
8. How much did you have to drink immediately before this situation took place?
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
none at all
annebriated
9. Did he use other drugs immediately prior to this situation? If so, what?

10. Did you use other drugs immediately prior to this situation? If so, what?

11. Which of the following best describes the context of your interaction immediately
before the situation you described.
_______ a. a "date"
_______ b. going out with mutual friends
_______ c. bar scene
_______ d. a party
_______ e. a dance
f. other. Please describe:
__________
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14. What did he say to you that convinced, persuaded, or coerced you into having sex
with him?

15. What did you say to him?

16. If you had refused to have intercourse with him, what do you think might have
happened to you? Immediately? Long-term?

17. Looking back on this incident, were there any "clues" he gave you that you wish now
you would have paid attention to? What were they? When did they occur?
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18. Looking back, would you label his behaviors during the situation you described as
innappropriate? If so, at what point did you realize that his behaviors were
innappropriate? (before, during, after—please be specific)

19. How did this situation you described effect your interactions with him afterwards?
Did he treat you differently? If so, how? Did you treat him differently? If so,
how?

20. How would you describe him now?

Appendix E
Rater's Questionnaire:
Scenario # :________
definitions: "incident" refers to the event the woman reported on
1. A. What was the situation (i.e., at a bar, they went to a movie-what were they doing
before incident and where?) that took place before this incident?__________________
B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

C. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so

2A. Where did this incident take place?_____________________
B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

C. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7
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8

9

10
very much so
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3.A. How did this woman physically get in this situation (did she drive to his house, get
dropped off by friends, did he drive her somewhere,
etc.)________________________________________________________________
B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

C. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so

4A: What kind of relationship did the two people in this scenario have before this
incident occurred?
1

2

3

none
(they were strangers)

4

5

6

7

acquaintances

8

9

10
very intimate
dating steadily

friends

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
veiy difficult

C. How pertinent would you say this variable is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so

5A. How much control did this women have regarding how she got in this situation (with
this particular guy, place, and time)?
1
no control

2

3

4

5
6
some control

7

8

9
10
a lot of control
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B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy
C.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

very difficult

How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?

1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so

6A. Did the male in this scenario say things he did not mean (he lied, exaggerated, etc.)
to get the women to have sex with him.
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
yes, a lot

B. At what point did you as reader realize this was what the man was doing?
1
right away

2

3

4

before incident

5

6

7

8

during incident

9
10
in her account of what
happened afterwards
after incident

C. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

!0
verydifficult

D. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
verymuch so

7A. Did the male in this scenario use continual arguments (he wore her down, got her
angry, continual begging, etc.) to get the women to have sex with him?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
yes, a lot
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B. At what point did you as reader realize this was what the man was doing?
1
right away

4

3

2

5

6

8
9
10
in her account of what
happened afterwards
after incident

7

during incident

before incident

C. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very difficult

D. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

not at

all

10
very much so

8A. Was the man's judgment impaired by the use of alcohol or other diugs during this
incident?
1
2
3
not at all
(he was abstinent)

4

5

6

7

8

9

he had some

10
very much so
he was annebriated

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very difficult

C. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?
1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so
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9A. Was the woman's judgment impaired by the use of alcohol or other drugs during this
incident?
1
2
3
not at all
(she was abstinent)

4

5

6

7

8

9

she had some

10
very much so
she was annelriated

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy
C.

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very difficult

How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (would this have
occurred without this element?) ?

1
not at all

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very much so

What kind of relationship did she have with this man im m ediately after this
incident?
10A.

1
not at all

2

3

4
5
6
7
kept acquaintances

8

9

10
very intimate

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
verydifficult

11 A. What kind of relationship did she have with this man at the time she participated in
this study?
1
not at all

2

3

4
5
6
7
kept acquaintances

8

9

10
very intimate

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
verydifficult
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12A. How did this incident effect her?
1
2
3
4
very negatively
(she was very distressed)
self esteem suffered, worried
about being pregnant, etc.)

5

6

7

8

9

10
very positively
(she learned from it,
became more assertive, etc.)

B. How difficult was this for you (as rater) to determine in this scenario?
1
very easy

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
very difficult

C. How pertinent would you say this factor is to this incident (did this effect change her
perceptions on how she saw this incident ? ) ?
1
not at

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
all

10
very much so

Appendix F
Narratives: Set 1
Narrative #1
Relationship High, Manipulativeness High
(The bold print is removed from actual narratives)
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a man I had been
dating steadily for the past six months. I had not seen him since break started and
wondered how his break went. Prior to break, we had discussed the status of our
relationship and kind of left it 'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and
I was very interested in seeing more of him, he on the other hand was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and I. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other more
and that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and 'ya know, one thing started leading to another. John was obviously very aroused as
he caressed my breasts and started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up until
this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away and told him
that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
really like being with you and find you very attractive, I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break.' We started talking again about generic school stuff, 'ya know like the classes
we were taking and then we were laughing about something, he started tickling me and
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then we were kissing again. This proceeded Tor quite a while and again he tried to go
further than 1 was comfortable with. Again I pulled his hand away from my pants and
stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me that I got him 'so aroused'. He
also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted to take our relationship to the
next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why we 'had to stop' when "two
people really like each other—shouldn't they express it? I thought to myself that mavhe

he was right but I couldn’t help wondering about his motives because I had heard
from my friends before I met him lh at John-liad-qiu.teju:£putatiQn, however with
me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and turned the
television set on..then we sat for a while in siience. I thought he was upset and asked
him, he replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever I
wanted.' He put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy."
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and
wanted our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was
'the night' and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself
and let things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he knew it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He

fold me he would call the next night but he didn’t. Since then I have seen him at a
few parties but he doesn’t seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him
with another woman and I felt just awful. ”
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Narrative #2
Relationship High, Manipulativeness Low
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a man I had been
dating steadily for the past six months. I had not seen him since break started and
wondered how his break went. Prior to break, we had discussed the status of our
relationship and kind of left it 'up in the air1. John was the only one I wanted to date and
I was very interested in seeing mere of him, he on the other hand was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and I. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other more
and that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and 'ya know, one thing started leading to another. John was obviously very aroused as
he caressed my breasts and started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up until
this point but really did not want to go any further. 1 pulled his hand away and told him
that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
really like being with you and find you very attractive, I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break.' We started talking again about generic school stuff, 'ya know like the classes
we were taking and then we were laughing about something, he started tickling me and
then we were kissing again. This proceeded for quite a while and again he tried to go
further than I was comfortable with. Again I pulled his hand away from my pants and
stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me that I got him 'so aroused'. He
also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted to take our relationship to the
next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn’t understand why we 'had to stop' when "two
people really like each other—shouldn't they express it? I thought to myself that I had

heard from friends that John always had treated women right, never making an
issue of sex in a relationship. He did back off, he stood up and turned the television set
on..we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and asked him, he replied that he
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was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever I wanted.' He put his arm
around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy."
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and
wanted our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was
'the night' and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself
and let things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he knew it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He

told me that he would call the next night and he did. Since then our relationship has
grown stronger. We are still seeing each other and have even talked about the
possibility of a long term commitment. "
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Narrative #3
Relationship Low, M anipulativeness High
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident. I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a man who I had

seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right
before spring break. I had not seen him since break started and wondered how his
break went. Prior to break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left it
'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in seeing
more of him, he on the other hand was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and I. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other and
that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing and
'ya know, one thing started leading to another. John was obviously very aroused as he
caressed my breasts and started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up until this
point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away and told him that I
wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
really like being with you and find you very attractive, I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break.' We started talking again about generic school stuff, 'ya know like the classes
we were taking and then we were laughing about something, he started tickling me and
then we were kissing again. This proceeded for quite a while and again he tried to go
further than I was comfortable with. Again I pulled his hand away from my pants and
stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me that I got him 'so aroused'. He
also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted to take our relationship to the
next step, ’didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why we 'had to stop' when "two
people really like each other—shouldn't they express it? I thought to myself that maybe

he was right but I couldn't help wondering about his motives because I had heard
from my friends before I met him that John had quite a reputatiQn.-hQweyejLmth
me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and turned the
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television set on..we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and asked him, he
replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever I wanted.' He
put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy."
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and that he had told me that he wanted to see me more and
wanted to build a relationship. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night' and
wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let things go
further. He took off my clothes and I thought he knew it would go no further. I was
wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the whole thing.
At that point I wasn't sure if I really wanted to start this relationship. He told me he

would call the next night but he didn't. Since then I have seen him at a few parties
but he doesn't seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him with
another woman and I felt just awful. "
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Narrative #4:
Relationship Low, M anipulativeness Low
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a man who I had

seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right
before spring break. I had not seen him since break started and wondered how his
break went. Prior to break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left it
'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in seeing
more of him, he on the other hand was mere ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and I. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other and
that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing and
'ya know, one thing started leading to another. John was obviously very aroused as he
caressed my breasts and started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up until this
point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away and told him that I
wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
really like being with you and find you very attractive, I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break.' We started talking again about generic school stuff, 'ya know like the classes
we were taking and then we were laughing about something, he started tickling me and
then we were kissing again. This proceeded for quite a while and again he tried to go
further than I was comfortable with. Again I pulled his hand away from my pants and
stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me that I got him 'so aroused'. He
also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted to take our relationship to the
next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why we 'had to stop' when "two
people really like each other-shouldn't they express it? I thought to myself I had heard

from friends that John always had treated women right, never making an issue of
sex in a relationship. He did back off, he stood up and turned the television set on..we
sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and asked him, he replied that he was
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'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever I wanted.' He put his arm around
me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy."
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and that he had told me that he wanted to see me more and
wanted to build a relationship. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night' and
wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let things go
further. He took off my clothes and I thought he knew it would go no further. I was
wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the whole thing.
At that point I wasn't sure if I really wanted to start this relationship. He told me that

he would call the next night and he did. Since then our relationship has grown
stronger. We are still seeing each other and have even talked about the possibility of
a long term commitment. M

Appendix G

Narrative Follow-up Questionnaire
After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. Based on Ann's narrative, how would you describe Ann & John's relationship?

(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

STRANGERS

A VERY
INTIMATE COUPLE

2. Based on Ann's narrative, how manipulative do you believe John was?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

VERY MUCH SO

NOT at ALL
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Appendix H

Narratives: Set 2A
Narrative #1
Relationship High, Manipulativeness High
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy I had been
dating steadily for almost a year. I was surprised to see him there because I knew he had
visited his sister in New York and wasn't suppose to get back until the next day. Prior to
spring break, we had discussed the future of our relationship and becoming more
emotionally involved with one another. I really enjoyed being with John and liked the
closeness I felt with him and he seemed to feel the same way.
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other more
and that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow1and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me, and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
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quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
hand away from my pants and stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me
that I got him 'so aroused.' He also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted
to take our relationship to the next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why
we 'had to stop' when 'two people really like each other—shouldn't they express it?' I
thought to myself that maybe he was right but I couldn't help wondering about his
motives. Before I met him, I had heard from my friends that John had quite a reputation,
however with me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and
turned the television set on and we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and
asked him, he replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever
I wanted.' He put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy.'"
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and how ho had told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted
our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night'
and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let
things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he understood it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He told
me he would call the next night but he didn't. Since then I have seen him at a few parties
but he doesn’t seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him with another
woman and I felt just awful. "
After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was desciibing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO
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SET 2A--Narrative #2
Relationship High, M anipulativeness Low
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy I had been
dating steadily for almost a year. I was surprised to see him there because I knew he had
visited his sister in New York and wasn't suppose to get back until the next day. Prior to
spring break, we had discussed the future of our relationship and becoming more
emotionally involved with one another. I really enjoyed being with John and liked the
closeness I felt with him and he seemed to feel the same way.
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John wras attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing more of each other
because he wanted to be with me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. 1 felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow’ and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. I thought to myself
that his persistence seemed unusual because before I met him, I had heard from friends
that John always had treated women right, never making an issue of sex in a relationship.
I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I was we were together
and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted our relationship to
become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night' and wanted to take it
slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let things go further. He took
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off my clothes and I thought he understood it would go no further. I was wrong. We had
sex... Treally did not want to and was not happy about the whole thing. At that point I
wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He told me that he would call the
next night and he did. Since then our relationship has grown stronger. We are still seeing
each other and have even talked about the possibility of a long term commitment."

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

N OT at ALL

V ERY M UCH SO
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SET 2A--Narrative #3
Relationship Low, M anipulativeness High
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. 1 was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy who I had
seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right before
spring break. I had not seen him since break started and wondered how his break went.
Before we left for spring break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left
it 'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in
seeing more of him. He on the other hand, was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing more of each other
because he wanted to be with me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me, and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
hand away from my pants and stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me
that I got him 'so aroused.' He also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted
to take our relationship to the next step, 'didn't I fee) the same?' He didn't understand why
we 'had to stop' when 'two people really like each other—shouldn't they express it?' 1
thought to myself that maybe he was right but I couldn't help wondering about his
motives. Before I met him, I had heard from my friends that John had quite a reputation,
however with me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and
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turned the television set on and we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and
asked him, he replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever
1 wanted.' He put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy.'""
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted
our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night'
and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let
things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he understood it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He told
me he would call the next night but he didn't. Since then I have seen him at a few parties
but he doesn't seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him with another
woman and I felt just aw ful."

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

SET 2A--Narrative #4
Relationship Low, M anipulativeness Low
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount
for you an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."

"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy who I had
seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right before
spring break. I had not seen him since break stalled and wondered how his break went.
Before we left for spring break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left
it 'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in
seeing more of him. He on the other hand, was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other and that
he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing and ya
know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his hands
wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up
until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away and told
him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. I thought to myself
that his persistence seemed unusual because before I met him, I had heard from friends
that John always had treated women right, never making an issue of sex in a relationship.
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. I felt like I was
in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I was we were together and that he had
told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted to build a relationsnip. However, I did
not feel like tonight was 'the night' and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of
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trying to explain myself and let things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought
he understood it would go no further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to
and was not happy about the whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I really wanted to
start this relationship. He told me that he would call the next night and he did. Since
then our relationship has grown stronger. We are still seeing each other and have even
talked about the possibility of a long term commitment. "

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

N OT at ALL

V ERY M UCH SO

Appendix I
Narratives: Set 2B
Narrative #1
Relationship High, Manipulativeness Low
"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy I had been
dating steadily for almost a year. I was surprised to see him there because I knew he had
visited his sister in New York and wasn't suppose to get back until the next day. Prior to
spring break, we had discussed the future of our relationship and becoming more
emotionally involved with one another. I really enjoyed being with John and liked the
closeness I felt with him and he seemed to feel the same way.
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other more
and that he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me, and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
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hand away from my pants and stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me
that l got him 'so aroused.' He also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted
to take our relationship to the next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why
we 'had to stop' when 'two people really like each other—shouldn't they express it?' I
thought to myself that maybe he was right but I couldn't help wondering about his
motives. Before I met him, I had heard from my friends that John had quite a reputation,
however with me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and
turned the television set on and we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and
asked him, he replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever
I wanted.' He put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy.'"
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how giad I
was we were together and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted
our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night'
and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let
things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he understood it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He told
me he would call the next night but he didn't. Since then I have seen him at a few parties
but he doesn't seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him with another
woman and I felt just aw ful."

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO
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SET 2B
Narrative #2, Relationship High, M anipulativeness High

"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy I had been
dating steadily for almost a year. I was surprised to see him there because I knew he had
visited his sister in New York and wasn't suppose to get back until the next day. Prior to
spring break, we had discussed the future of our relationship and becoming more
emotionally involved with one another. I really enjoyed being with John and liked the
closeness I felt with him and he seemed to feel the same way.
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could t2 ik. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing more of each other
because he wanted to be with me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
hand away from my pants and stopped him. He apologized saying, 'I'm sorry, it's just that
I was feeling so good about our decision to take our relationship to the next step, I
thought that getting closer to you physically was naturally part of this decision.' I
thought to myself that his persistence seemed unusual because before I met him, I had
heard from friends that John always had treated women right, never making an issue of
sex in a relationship. He did back off, he stood up and turned the television set on and we
sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and asked him, he replied, "No, I'm not
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at all, in fact I am glad you feel comfortable bringing it up...I just wanted to make you
happy.'"
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He kept saying
how nice it would feel just to hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on
one hand thinking of how glad I was we were together and how he had told me that he
wanted to see me more and wanted our relationship to become stronger. However, I did
not feel like tonight was 'the night’ and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of
trying to explain myself and let things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought
he understood it would go no further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to
and was not happy about the whole thing. At that point I wasn’t sure if I wanted the
relationship to continue. He told me that he would call the next night and he did. Since
then our relationship has grown stronger. We are still seeing each other and have even
talked about the possibility of a long term commitment. "

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.

1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

V ERY M UCH SO
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SET 2B
Narrative #3, Relationship Low, M anipulativeness High

"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount for you
an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy who I had
seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right before
spring break. I had not seen him since break started and wondered how his break went.
Before we left for spring break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left
it 'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in
seeing more of him. He on the other hand, was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere we
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing more of each other
because he wanted to be with me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing
and ya know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his
hands wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with
things up until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away
and told him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me, and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
hand away from my pants and stopped him. He started pleading with me and telling me
that I got him 'so aroused.' He also reminded me that he had just told me that he wanted
to take our relationship to the next step, 'didn't I feel the same?' He didn't understand why
we 'had to stop' when 'two people really like each other—shouldn’t they express it?' I
thought to myself that maybe he was right but I couldn't help wondering about his
motives. Before I met him, 1 had heard from my friends that John had quite a reputation,
however with me he always seemed to treat me right. He did back off, he stood up and
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turned the television set on and we sat for a while in silence. I thought he was upset and
asked him, he replied that he was 'very disappointed, but was okay with things...whatever
I wanted.' He put his arm around me and told me he 'just wanted to make me happy.'""
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. He again
pushed things further than I had wanted. He kept saying how nice it would feel just to
hold each other naked. I felt like I was in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I
was we were together and how he had told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted
our relationship to become stronger. However, I did not feel like tonight was 'the night'
and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of trying to explain myself and let
things go further. He took off my clothes and I thought he understood it would go no
further. I was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to and was not happy about the
whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I wanted the relationship to continue. He told
me he would call the next night but he didn't. Since then I have seen him at a few parties
but he doesn't seem to have the time of day for me. Last week I saw him with another
woman and I felt just awful. "

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

N OT at ALL

V ERY M UCH SO

150
SET 2B
Narrative #4: Relationship Low, M anipulativeness High

"My name is Ann. I am a sophomore at a nearby college. I was asked to recount
for you an incident that happened last year, right after spring break."
"On the night of this incident, I was invited with friends to go to a party. At the party, I
had a few drinks and was mingling with friends when I noticed John, a guy who I had
seen a few times at parties and had been introduced to by mutual friends right before
spring break. I had not seen him since break started and wondered how his break went.
Before we left for spring break, we had discussed the possibility of dating and kind of left
it 'up in the air'. John was the only one I wanted to date and I was very interested in
seeing more of him. He on the other hand, was more ambivalent."
"I attempted to cut off the conversation with one of my friends in order to go talk with
him, however when John saw me, he smiled and came over. My friend took off and left
John and me. Since the first time I'd seen him, I thought John was attractive, and tonight
was no exception, I was very excited to see him and it seemed like he felt the same. After
a few minutes of trying to converse despite loud music, we agreed to go somewhere v/e
could talk. Since John lived only a few blocks from the party, we walked to his
apartment. His roommate wasn't there and we sat on the couch."
"John told me that he was very glad to run into me tonight and he had been thinking of
me over break. He also told me that he thought we should start seeing each other and that
he wanted to date me and no one else. After a few minutes, we started kissing and ya
know, one thing started to lead to another. John was obviously very aroused as his hands
wandered under my bra and then started to unbutton my pants. I felt okay with things up
until this point but really did not want to go any further. I pulled his hand away and told
him that I wanted to 'go slow' and did not want to go any further."
"At this point, he kind of sat back, smiled at me, and said, 'You're right...it's just that I
feel so good to be with you and really think you're hot. I couldn't stop thinking about you
over break and was really looking forward to being with you.' We started talking again
about generic school stuff, like the classes we were taking. Then we were laughing about
something, he started tickling me and then we were kissing again. This proceeded for
quite a while and again he tried to go further than I was comfortable. Again I pulled his
hand away from my pants and stopped him. He apologized saying, 'I'm sorry, it's just that
I was feeling so good about our decision to take our relationship to the next step, I
thought that getting closer to you physically was naturally part of this decision.' I thought
to myself that his persistence seemed unusual because before I met him, I had heard from
friends that John always had treated women right, never making an issue of sex in a
relationship. He did back off, he stood up and turned the television set on and we sat for
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a while in silence. I thought he was upset and asked him, he replied, "No, I'm not at all,
in fact I am glad you feel comfortable bringing it up...I just wanted to make you happy.'"
"We sat close and he started pulling me closer. We again started kissing. I felt like I was
in a real bind, on one hand thinking of how glad I was we were together and that he had
told me that he wanted to see me more and wanted to build a relationship. However, I did
not feel like tonight was 'the night’ and wanted to take it slow. This time, I was tired of
trying to explain myself and let thing m further. He took off my clothes and I thought
he understood it would go no furth
x was wrong. We had sex... I really did not want to
and was not happy about the whole thing. At that point I wasn't sure if I really wanted to
start this relationship. He told me that he would call the next night and he did. Since
then our relationship has grown stronger. We are still seeing each other and have even
talked about the possibility of a long term commitment."

After the following questions, please rate your response on the scale below it.
1. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved physical coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO

2. To what extent do you believe Ann's narrative above was describing an incident that
involved verbal coercion?
(on the line below, please put an "X" indicating your response)

NOT at ALL

VERY MUCH SO
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